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Notice. 

A Digest of all the Cases reported in the “ Solicitors’ Journal and 
Weekly Reporter” during the legal year 1906-1907, containing 
references to the Law Reports, will be issued weekly, as a 
Supplement, during the months of August and September. 
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Current Topics. 


The Middlesex Registry. 

Ir wm be seen from a notice which we publish elsewhere 
that the so-called Middlesex Deeds Department of the Land 
Registry will be closed on the 18th, 20th, and 2ist insts. It is 
to be presumed that there is some authority for closing the office 
on this day (18th inst.) and on Tuesday. Section 2 of 7 Anne, 
c. 20, enabled the Lord Chancellor to make rules for the manage- 
ment and government of the office, but all rules so made before 
1892 were repealed by rule 21 of the Land Registry (Middlesex 
Deeds) Rules, 1892, and the new rules then made do not appear 


to confer any power to close the office. 


The Irish Council Bill. 

Tux Government's new Irish Bill contains two extraordinary 
provisions with respect to challenging payments and other 
matters under the Act on the ground of eir invalidity. One 
year is fixed as the period of limitation for taking proceedings, 
and these ings must be taken before the Judicial Com- 
mittee of 2 Privy Council, whose decision is to be final. The 
following is the text of the proposed enactment: “17, The 


alidity of an t ere to be made, or act or thing 
of Ag sory when tds in the exercise of 


to which his Act ap i 
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decision shall be final,” This appears to be the only instance of 
the Judicial Committee being directly mentioned in a statute on 
the footing of an ordinary court of justice. In connection with 
colonial appeals and patent procedure the committee’s formal 
position is that of an advisory Board to his Majesty. 


The Court of Appeal. 


THE LATEsT rumour as to the intentions of the Government 
with regard to legislation for the dispatch of business in the 
Court of oe is that a cautious step will be taken towards an 
increase of t 
submitted authorizing the Crown to appoint a Lord Justice of 
Appeal in addition to the number of Lords Justices authorized by 
the Judicature Acts. An additional Lord Justice will remove 
the existing difficulty as to the constitution of three courts each 
consisting of two Lords Justices, and will give the Government an 
opportunity of carefully considering whether a larger reinforce- 
ment of the bench is absolutely necessary. It is not easy to say 
whether the statement, which is often made, that the hearing of 
cases in the Court of Appeal is unduly prolonged, can be 
justified. Litigants are, perhaps, wealthier, and probably 
— _more money in the preparation of their cases, 
than in the time previous to the Judicature Acts. 
The brisk fire of questions from the junior members 
of the bench is no doubt intended to stimulate the 
progress of the case, but it may be doubted whether this 
object is attained. It has become the settled practice to refer to 
shorthand writers’ notes of proceedings in the court below— 
a practice which does not always contribute to the enlighten- 
ment of the bench, and which certainly adds to the length of the 
hearing. These and other causes of delay are not likely to be 
removed, and it may well be that the cry may continue to be 
raised for additional judges. A substantial increase in the 


number of English judges may, however, cause some anxiety as 
to whether a due standard of efficiency will be preserved. Sir 
James MackrnToss, in a letter written in 1824, refers to the large 


number of judges of the French Court of Cassation, and thinks 
it doubtful whether with so many judges a high character can 
be maintained. We should prefer that such an increase of our 
bench should be suspended until there is strong proof that it 
has become inevitable. 


The Selection of Benchers of the Inns of Court. 


Ir 1s only at long intervals that a barrister who has not 
attained the rank of King’s Counsel is selected to fill a vacancy 
among the benchers of one of the Inns of Court, and any such 
selection is not always viewed with satisfaction by the “ waiting 
list” of King’s Counsel who are members of the inn. It has 
become the usage to select new benchers from the King’s 
Counsel in order of seniority ; but it is scarcely an ancient usage, 
as it is only in modern times that an appointment as King’s 
Counsel has been a necessary incident in a successful legal 
career. Delay in reaching the bench of an Inn of Court 
seems to have been a cause of discontent in the seven- 
teenth century, for we read that in 1690 Joun Fry, an 
ancient of Gray’s-inn, brought an appeal before the judges 
who had been members of that inn, suggesting that he 
had been pretermitted in two calls to the bench, wherein 
several of his puisnes had been called, and had thereupon 
petitioned in pension for his call, and his petition was rejected, 
so that he was only relievable before the judges. Where- 
upon Lord Chief Justice Horr, Baron Nxvmt, Mr. Justice 
Grecory, and Baron Turton, being assembled at the Lord 
Chief Justice’s Ohamber in Serjeants’-inn in Chancery-lane, 
the benchers insisted that it was an inherent right of 
the bench to decide who were fitting to be called to the bench 
and who were not. The appellant read the orders of pension, 
and, after long debate, the appellant insisted that cause should 
be assigned against his call, and the benchers had refused to 
assign any cause, alleging that they were themselves the judges 
who were fitting to be called to the bench. The Lord Chief 
Justice declared ‘that the call to the bench was no matter of 
right on any person, but was in point of government only, and 
that it was discretionary, and both persons and time ought to 
be left to the judgment of the bench in whom the government 
of the society resided, and unless the appellant had been called 








and then disbenched, no cause need be assigned why the bench 
refused the appellant.” The rest of the judges concurring, the 
appeal was dismissed, and the law so determined must, we 


suppose, be taken to prevail at the present day. 


Title-Deeds of Shares in Trust Funds. 

Wuar Apprars to be anovel claim in respect of the possession- 
of title-deeds was recently raised before Swinren Eavy, J., in 
Re Palmer (1907, 1 Oh. 486). Ten children were entitled, sub- 


ject to their mother’s life interest, to share in a sum of £10,000 
e strength of the bench, and that a clause will be | 


settled by a post-nuptial settlement. Two of them moclgngen 
their shares and then absolutely assigned them, both shares 
in the result becoming vested in the Lancashire and Yorkshire 
Reversionary Interest Co. The life tenant died in 1906, 
and the company claimed payment of the shares 
from the surviving trustee. He admitted their title as shewn 
by the mortgage deeds and deeds of assignment, but 
refused to pay the shares unless these deeds were delivered 
up tohim. At first sight the claim seems plausible. It is for 
the trustee to ascertain that he is paying the trust fund to the 
right person, and should he make a mistake he is liable to pay 
over again. The assignee should be satisfied if he gets his 
money, whereas the trustee may at any time require the deeds 
in order to defeat a second claim. In fact, however, the deeds 
have performed their office, so far as the trustee is concerned, 
when they have been produced to him, and when by their means 
the title of the assignee has been established to his satisfaction. 
He obtains a receipt from the person who for the time being is 
his cestui que trust, and there in the ordinary course the matter 
ends. In the present case the assignees offered the usual 
acknowledgment and undertaking, so that the trustee could have 
recourse to the deeds if necessary for his own protection. This, 
Swivren Eapy, J., held, was all that he could claim. The title- 
deeds had not been brought into existence for his purposes or at 
his expense, and there was no analogy with the case of purchase 
of land which would help him. There the deeds go to the 
purchaser as incident to the land. ‘‘In my opinion,” said the 
learned judge, “ the trustee has not established any right to the 
deeds, nor is it the practice that when a trust fund is being 
distributed amongst incumbrancers and assignees, as well as 
cestuis que trust, all the subsidiary deeds should be handed over. 
Where the money is in court, the court never requires the deeds 
to be delivered up before paying it out.” The last remark, 
perhaps, is not helpful, because the court is only concerned with 
ascertaining the assignee’s title. It remains under no liability 
in case of mistake. But the decision appears to be convenient, 
as well as in accordance with the recognized practice. Trustees 
do not in general wish to be burdened with the documents 
which prove the titles of the various recipients of the trust 
fund. Moreover, the documents are frequently required by 
such recipients for future use, as where they are assignments of 
a share made by way of marriage settlement. 


Payment of Jurors. 


A Brix is before the House of Commons to provide for the 
payment of the expenses of jurors attending assizes and quarter 
sessions throughout the country. The object is a laudable one, 
but in our opinion the Bill stops very far short of what is really 
required. In the first place, it entirely ignores London jurors; 
and, in the second place, it only provides for the payment to 
jurors of their out-of-pocket expenses. The subject of the 
payment of jurors has been raised time after time for 
many years, and it is amazing that things should continue 
unaltered for so long. Special jurors are paid for their 
services, and it is passing strange that members of common 
or petty juries should be obliged to give their services 
gratuitously. If the reverse were the rule, it would be (from 
some points of view) more just, for generally the special jury- 
man can more easily afford the time lost. It is often a very 
severe hardship, and a serious pecuniary loss, for a man to have 
to serve the office of juror. If a man is only called to 
serve for a day or two in a period of several years probably 
not much harm is done. This is clearly the case with most 
men. But where a man has the ill-fortune to be drawn to serve 
on the jury in a case like that of the West Ham Guardians the 
matter becomes serious, Here a case goes on for weeks, and 
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the jurors have to sit from 10.30 to 4.30 for day after day to 
the utter neglect of their own affairs. To some individuals 
the inconvenience and loss must be very great, and, we 
submit, the State should not call upon men to make such 
sacrifices without giving them some reasonable compen- 


sation. To pay their out-of-pocket e ses in every case, 
as is ed in some cases by the Bill, : is a duty which it 
is h 


to imagine anyone ageing. that ought always be 
done as a matter of course, but much more is required. Two 
courses are possible—either to provide that every juror shall be 
entitled toa small sum (say 10s.) in addition to his expenses, 
for every day his attendance at a court is required, or to give 
a judge power to certify for payment to jurors where they are 
called upon to serve beyond the usual time. The first course 
would probably be the more satisfactory, as it would be auto- 
matic and impartial in its action, and would not call upon the 
judges to exercise any discretion. The second course, however, 
sree. § avoid the worst of the real hardships which do occasionall 

occur. It is a matter to which the Attorney-General himeelf 
should turn his attention, not one to be left to the private 
member. 


“ Receiving” Stolen Goods. 


In THE case of Rex vy. Merriman (1907, Victorian Law Rep. 
1) the Supreme Court of Victoria quashed the conviction of the 
defendant, who was charged with receiving property knowing it 
to have been stolen, under rather curious cire ces. It 
appeared that the defendant was the occupier of a foundry, and 
that on the 11th of August, 1906, two bags containing copper 
boilers, which had been stolen, were placed by two men ina 
lane adjoining the foundry and used by the defendant as a yard. 
On the same morning the bags were taken into the defendant’s 
foundry by two of his workmen. There was no evidence that 
the defendant knew the property had been so deposited, or that 
he had exercised any act of dominion over it, but there was 
evidence that the property had been intentionally placed in 
the lane, in pursuance of a pre-existing arrangement between 
the defendant and the thieves, that if stolen property were left 
there the accused would pay for it. In these circumstances the 
court came to the conclusion that, inasmuch as there was no 
evidence that the defendant had any knowledge that the 
property had been stolen, and it was not shewn that he knew 
that the property had been deposited in the lane, and inasmuch as 
he had done no act exercising dominion over it, and made no pay- 
ment in respect of it, that, however morally guilty he might be, 
he had not been guilty of the offence charged. It was not 
sufficient to prove that an individual was ready and willing to 


. receive property knowing it to have been stolen; it was for the 


prosecution to shew that he received the property and knew that 
it was stolen. A pawnbroker could not be convicted of this 
offence by proving that he was ready and willing to commit 
it—t.¢., y and willing to receive stolen property. In other 
words, there was evidence of something amounting to an invita- 
tion to a thief or thieves to bring stolen property on to the 
premises of the defendant, but he had a Joous penitentia until 
he actually received the stolen property. The distinction taken 
by the court appears to be a very narrow one. We assume that 
the lane was a place which was occupied by, and was under the 
effective control of, the defendant, and if this were the case 
there is no reason why it should not be on the same footing as 
the defendants’ warehouse. The fact that he had no opportunity 
of accepting or rejecting the particular property in respect of 
which the charge was made does not necessarily shew that it 
had never come into his possession. 


The Formalities of the French Law of Marriage. 
In « story now appearing as a serial in a French periodical 
there is an account of the difficulties which the French law 
occasionally places in the way of its citizens who propose to 
enter the marriage state. The hero, a respectable Parisian, 
thirty-three years of age, who has served for some years in a 
haberdasher’s shop, proposes to marry a young woman, some 
— his junior, who resides in the provinces. Each of them 
ing attained the age of majority, as ibed by Article 
14} of the Code Civil, it might be thought that the a 
would not be a troublesome business. The parents of 





young woman are dead, and she possesses the necessary proof 
of their death, but with regard to her grandfather, who went to 
England in 1848, and was not heard of afterwards, there can 
be no presumption of his death, as he would be only ninety-six 
ears old if a. Search, must, therefore, be made in 

or witnesses who can to his death. The difficulties are 
even greater in the case of the pater: Pagar ges He was born 
at sea, and his mother died immediately after his birth. The 
certificate of his birth and of the death of his mother cannot be 
found in the archives of the Government. He is, therefore, 
requested to ascertain the name of the ship in which he was 
born, the port of embarkation, and the vo mel C469 at which 
it | prone: or oe The — a be — 
and expensive. Judgments, ial acts, &c., will probably 

= The unfortunate man appeals to a friend pore Sop 
ene, Menee hes ey SO ee “oma 
e the necessary arrangements for his marriage, as is 
closely employed in his master’s shop every day of the week, 
except Sunday, a day when the Government offices are closed. 


Abatement of Legacies. 


Norwirustanpine the old saying that there is nothing new 
under the sun, no less than three new points have come up for 
decision before Mr. Justice Kexewion during the past week. 
The first was a question under the Fines and Recoveries Act ; 
the second was an important point under the Intestates’ Estates 
Act, 1890, and the third was whether a legacy given in satisfao- 
tion of a debt ought to abate with the general legacies. On the 
last point, in the case of Re Wedmore (May 14), the learned 
judge prefaced his judgment by saying that it was a question 
which one would have thought would have come re the 
court for decision again and again, and he pointed out that the 
statements of law on the point in Williams on Executors, P. 1093, 
and Theobald on Wills, p. 810, were not borne out by the cases 
cited in support of them. In both those text-books, as well as in 
White an Tudor’s Leading Cases, legacies given in sati 
of a debt are treated as being on the same footing as 
given in lieu of dower, and therefore do not abate. For this 
pues there is, as Kexewron, J., points out, no direct 
authority. The nearest case to it is Davis v, Bush (Younge 
341), but though there are expressions in that case which favour 
the view that legacies for debt do not abate, the point did not 
call for decision, and therefore it was not a binding authority. 
That being so, Kexewion, J., thought that the princi 
applicable to legacies for dower ought not to be ex to 
legacies for debt, and held that the legacy in question must 
abate with the general legacies. The result is the state- 
ments in the leading rey ome above-mentioned are not quite 
in keeping with the law as it now stands. 


The Decline in the Trade of Smuggling. 

A RxOENT conviction for the offence of violating the excise 
laws by the clandestine importation of saccharin may carry 
back the memory of persons still living to the days when the 
tariff on imported from abroad led to a brisk trade in 
contraband articles. Readers of Soorr’s novels will remember 
his vivid pictures of the encounters between sm 
officers of justice, and a reference to our statute law, without the 
aid of fiction, will shew that the evasion of customs duties had 
led to the passing of laws of extraordinary severity. By 19 Geo, 
2, c. 34 it is punishable with death for any person to with 
prohibited or uncustomed goods, if he has his face ened, or 
wears any vizard, mask, or rages gee ta is also for any 
person to maim or dangerously w any officer of the 
or excise when attempting to go on any vessel within the 
limits of a port. In the celebrated case of Oaptain Porrzovs, 
who was condemned to in 1736 
guard to fire on the people assembled to witness an execution, 
the person executed was Witson, a smuggler. The smuggling 
trade has practically ceased in ns eosetey, ork wneanee 
who gather material for their stories 
smugglers will be compelled to betake themselves to 
continent, 


The Aliens Act, 1908, 


B 





T ual of the Government Inspector under 
the Alions Act, 1906, which has just been issued, ates Soe 
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interesting and instructive reading. From it we gather that in 
1906 leave to land was refused to 935 aliens by the Immigration 
Officer. In 796 cases there was an appeal to the Immigration 
Board; in 442 cases the appeals succeeded, and in 354 they 
failed. Still more interesting is a statement with regard to the 
expulsion of aliens which forms Part 2 of the report. From 
this it — that 308 cases in which the expulsion of con- 
victed aliens was recommended by various tribunals came up in 
1906 for the Secretary of State’s decision. In 287 cases an 
expulsion order was made; in the remaining 21 no order was 
made for the special reasons referred to in the report. Of the 
287 persons against whom expulsion orders were made, 17 were 
subsequently found in the United Kingdom in contravention of 
the order. Of these, 15 received sentences of imprisonment for 
the offence, and 2 were discharged on condition of immediate 
departure from the United Kingdom. 








The Effect of a Grant of Land by 
Way of Mortgage. 


(4 oriticiem of the decision in Copestake v. Hoper, 1907, 
1 Oh. 366.) 


I. 


In Copestake v. Hoper Mr. Justice Kexewion held that, under a 
grant of land by way of mortgage, the mortgagee is not, before 
entry into possession, seised as a frechold tenant of the land. 
This decision has met with favourable comment in the pages of 
this journal (51 Sorrorrors’ Journnat 263) And a learned con- 
veyancer has written (51 Soxicrrors’ Journal 288) to express 
the opinion that the true inwardness of the decision is to be 
found in the point, not taken in the argument or noticed in the 
judgment, that a deed of grant of land does not, by virtue 
of the Real Property Act, 1845, operate to convey any seisin 
of the freehold to the grantee. For the last sixty years 
ee of freehold land have been carried out in practice 
upon the hypothesis that this Act enables a tenant in fee 
simple to transfer in law the immediate freehold—that is, his 
estate in possession, to another by the mere execution of a 
deed of grant, without the necessity of the grantor’s entry upon 
the land; so that this decision and these opinions, if correct, 
must, in Lord Coxr’s phrase, ‘‘ shake the common assurances of 
the land.” Indeed, the only reasonable course for conveyancers 
to take would be to revert at once to the old method of assur- 
ance by lease and release. The writer ventures to think, how- 
ever, with the greatest respect to the learned judge and his 
accomplished critics, that the decision cannot be supported. 

In Copestake v. Hoper, Ricuarnp Hoprsr was seised in fee of a 
freehold tenement, which he held of the plaintiff Copzsraxe as 
lord of the manor of Ewhurst, in Sussex, by fealty, suit of court, 
an annual quit rent, a relief on the death of the tenant or alien- 
ation of the tenement and a heriot of the best beast of the tenant 
on his death. The tenement was alienable by the ordinary 
methods of assurance, which did not require to be enrolled on the 
court rolls of the manor; and the lord’s licence was not necessary 
to the tenant’s alienation (cf. Passingham v. Pitty, 17 O. B. 239, 
312, 313. By an indenture of statutory mortgage dated the 
1st of November, 1887, Ricuanp Horzr conveyed this tenement 
unto and to the use of the defendant Browz. in fee simple b 
way of mortgage to secure a principal sum repayable wit 
interest on the Ist of May, 1888. Rrionaap Horgr remained in 
possession of the mortgaged tenement and paid the quit rent due 
im respect thereof during his life; and he died in 1905 without 
having redeemed the mortgage. On his death the plaintiff 
claimed a bay gelding, which was Ricnarp Hopzr’s best 
beast, as a heriot then due in respect of the tenement; but 
the defendants, who were Ricnarp Horzn’s executors, refused 
to give it up. The plaintiff then brought the action to enforce 
his claim. The — counsel argued that Ricnarp Hopgr 
was seised of the tenement at his death as a tenant of the 
manor, and therefore the heriot becamedue. For the defendant 
it was contended that the mortgagee was seised of the tenement 
inlaw and was still living, so that no heriot had become due. 
Kzxewicu, J., decided in favour of the plaintiff, He held that 


‘ 





for the present purpose it was sufficient to say that seisin is 
possession of an estate of freehold. He admitted that in the 
case of trustee and cestui que trust it is the estate of the 
trustee which is subject to the legal incidents of tenure. But 
he drew a distinction in the case of mortgagor and mortgagee. 
He cited the case of Casborne v. Scarfe (1 Atk. 603), in which it 
was held in the Court of Chancery that an equity of redemption is 
an estate, whereof there may be a seisin, so that if a wife have such 
an estate, the husband shall have curtesy thereof. And he referred 
to the judgment of Lord Setporngin Heath v. Pugh (6 Q. B. D. 345, 
affirmed in the House of Lords, 7 App. Cas. 235), where it 
was considered that the effect of an order for foreclosure 
absolute is to vest the ownership of, and the beneficial title to, 
the land for the first time in the person who previously was a mere 
incumbancer, so that the mortgagee then acquires for the first 
time an entirely new right of entry on, or action to recover 
possession of, the mortgaged land. Upon these authorities he 
concluded that “‘ it seemg impossible to say that the mortgagor 
is not possessed of an estate of freehold in the mortgaged 
premises. He is liable to be dispossessed, because the 
mortgagee, like a rightful owner out of possession, has a right 
of entry, but until exercise of that right of entry is not seised as 
a freehold tenant of the land.” 

The writer most respectfully submits that the learned judge was 
led to form an erroneous conclusion. It does not appear from the 
report whether the heriot in question was due as heriot service 
or heriot custom, but it will not be disputed that in either event 
the liability to the heriot was an incident of the tenure of the 
land, and could only be exacted on the death of the person who 
was in law the free tenant of the manor in respect of the land. 
The point to be decided, therefore, was, not who was in actual 
possession of the land at Hopzr’s death, but who was then im 
law the fresholder—that is, who was the tenant of the estate in 
fee simple to which the incident of a heriot attached. And the 
writer respectfully maintains that, where a mortgage in fee of 
freehold land is made by deed of grant operating under section 
2 of the Real Property Act, 1845, the mortgagor’s tenancy in 
fee simple and the Seek possession of his freehold estate in the 
land are at once transferred to the mortgagee; and that the 
mortgagee is thereby constituted in law the freeholder, and 
becomes the actual tenant to the lord of the manor of which the 
land is held. 

The question cannot, it is thought, be rightly solved without 
recurrence to first principles. We must remember that in 
English law a freehold estate in fee simple is still but a tenancy, 
and that the tenant is only enabled effectually to alienate this 
estate by the Statute of Quia Hmptores (18 Ed. 1, c. 1), which 
allows him to substitute in his place a new tenant, who shall hold 
the land of the same immediate lord and by the same services 
and customs as he held it before. 

Then does a grant of land by way of mortgage effect such 
alienation of the land at law as transfers the tenancy in fee 
simple to the mortgagee and makes him the tenant of the lord, 
of whom the mortgagor held the land before? Of course if the 
mortgage were made by feoffment or lease and release, there 
could be no question that it would have this result; for the 
feoffment could not take effect without livery of seisin, and 
under a lease and release the releasee is by virtue of the Statute 
of Uses deemed to be in lawful seisin and possession of the land. 
But what is the effect of a deed of grant where the grantee 
does not actually enter into possession of the land theory 

It is not stated in the report of Copestake v. Hoper whether at 
the time of the execution of the mortgage deed the land was in 
the possession of the mortgagor himself or of a tenant, or 
whether the mortgagor attorned tenant to the mortgagee. But 
it may be observed that, if the mortgaged land was in the 
a of a tenant to the mortgagor, then a grant of the 

and by the mortgagor to the mortgagee would operate, not by 
virtue of the Real Property Act, 1845, but at common law and 
under the statute 4 & 5 Anne, c. 3, s. 9, abolishing the necessity 
of the tenant’s attornment, and would undoubtedly vest the 
actual seisin of the land in the mortgagee : Litt., s. 567 ; Co. Litt. 
3155; Doe d. Were v. Cole(7 B. & 0.243). And if in the mortgage 
deed the mortgagor should attorn tenant to the mortgagee, it 
will hardly be disputed that the mortgagee would in this case 
also have actual seisin of the land. Suppose, however, that the 
land mortgaged is in the ocoupation of the mortgagor, that the 
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mortgage deed contains no attornment clause, and that the 
mortgagor remains in possession of the land after the execution. 
of the mortgage deed. 
Now, it is enacted in section 2 of the Real Property Act, 1845, 
that after the Ist of October in that year all corporeal tenements 
and hereditaments shall, as regards the conveyance of the 
immediate freehold thereof, be deemed to lie in grant as well as 
in livery. At common law those hereditaments were said to lie 
in grant which were transferable by deed of grant, so that the 
freehold and inheritance thereof would to the grantee by 
the mere delivery to him of the deed of grant: Litt., ss. 618, 
628; Oo. Litt. 94, 3324, 3355. And it should be noted that at 
common law the most perfect type of things, which lay in 
grant, were hereditaments so purely incorporeal that there could 
be no manual occupation or receipt of them, such as advow- 
sons and villeins in gross; for it was only such heredita- 
ments that were transferable at common law by delivery of a 
deed of t alone: Litt., ss. 10, 183, 541, 542, 618, 628. 
Rents and reversions or remainders expectant on the determina- 
tion of an estate of freehold or a term of years were not, at 
common law, transferable by deed of grant alone ; but the attorn- 
ment of the tenant of the freehold or the term was required, 
without which the grant was of no effect: Litt., ss. 551, 556, 567- 
569. Attornment was, however, nothing more than the consent of 
the tenant to the grant (Litt., s. 551); and by statute 4 & 5 Anne, 
c. 8, 8. 9, the necessity of attornment was abolished, so that thence- 
forth rents, reversions, and remainders truly lay in t alone. 
It is submitted, therefore, that the true construction of the 
above-cited section of the Real Property Act, 1845, is that thence- 
forth all corporeal hereditaments and the immediate freehold 
thereof shall be transferable by deed of grant alone, in the same 
manner as purely incorporeal hereditaments are transferable at 
common law, and that the delivery to the grantee of a deed of 
grant of corporeal hereditaments shall, immediately and without 
any further act or ceremony, vest in him the freehold estate 
limited by the deed. It is not, of course, suggested that the 
mere execution of a deed of grant, not operating under the 
Statute of Uses, will vest in the grantee the actual seisin, or 
seisin in deed, of the land granted, without actual entry by the 
grantee; that is, assuming that the land was not in the 
possession of a tenant for years. But it is maintained that, 
where the land granted is at the time of the grant in the 
grantor’s occupation, the grantee is, by the effect of the Act of 
1845, at once invested with the seisin in law of- the land 
granted, so that without any further act on his part he is 
constituted the freeholder of the land for the estate limited by 
the deed and becomes the actual tenant of the lord, of whom 
the grantor held the land. The case is, it is submitted, 
perfectly analogous to that of a grant at common law to a man 
and his heirs of a rent, either already existing in favour of the 
grantor and his heirs or to be created by the grant. It was 
considered that by the grant of such a rent (coupled in the 
former case with attornment) the grantee onan at once a 
seisin of the rent in law, so that his wife should be endowed in 
respect thereof if he died before receiving any part of the rent, 
— he did not acquire an actual seisin of the rent, so as to 
enable him to maintain an assize if disseised thereof, until he 
had actually received some payment of the rent. And if the 
grantee of the rent were a married woman and had issue and 
died before any part of the rent became due to her, her husband 
should have curtesy thereof in respect of her legal seisin of the 
rent, because it would not have been in his aie to obtain any 
actual seisin thereof: Bro. Abr. Dower, pl. 71; Oo. Litt. 29a, 
160a, 3154; 1 Roper’s Husband and Wife 17, 354 (2nd. ed); 
see also Murray v. Thorniley (17 C. B. 217, 223, 224), where the 
distinction is recognized between a possession or seisin in fact 
of a rent-charge and a possession or seisin in law; Anelay v. 
Lewis (ib. 316, 333), where it appears to be assumed that a deed 
of grant of land would give the legal possession or seisin to the 
grantee. 

It is respectfully maintained that if land previously in the 
occupation of the grantor be granted to a man in fee simple, 
and he die ‘intestate before actually entering thereon (as if he 
were run over by a motor-car and killed on leaving the solicitor’s 


office where the deed of grant was delivered to him), his wife would | gran 


land would (subject to his widow's rights) escheat to the lord 
of the fee. Now, escheat is an incident ly attached to a 
legal tenancy in fee simple ; for before the Intestates’ Estates Act, 
1884, there was no escheat of a trust or equitable estate 
in fee. If, therefore, the land be liable to escheat to the 
lord on the grantee’s death intestate and without the 
grantee must certainly be in law the actual tenant of the 
And if he be the actual tenant, who holds the land of the manor 
for the p of escheat, he must surely be the person liable as 
tenant to all the other incidents of tenure, including the render 
of a heriot on the tenant’s death, where this incident occurs. 
The late Mr. Josoua WILLIAMs appears never to have enter- 
tained the slighest doubt that section 2 of the Real 
Act, 1845, enabled a tenant in fee simple of land to 
conve wae seisin thereof by a deed of grant, without any 
ac entry Y ee at ts on bean ia ee 
183, 189, 190 (13th ed.); Williams on Seisin 147; Wi 


co 


on Settlements 11-16, where he maintains that, if land be 
granted to A. and his heirs to the use of B. and his heirs, B. 
tan pth yee the viens shag Miry Dy actual seisin of the 

granted, notwithstandi t operate to give to 
A. the mere seisin in law of the land. i. Fearva Wisszite’s 
learning and experience are well known. He served his 


in the old school of conveyancing under Mr. 
r. Duvat, in the days of assurance by lease and 
release, and he enjoyed a large con cing practice for 
ears after the Act of 1845. It would in be remarkable 
pre all his life mistaken as to the effect of a deed of grant 
of land. 

To return to the case of a t by way of mortgage, can 
there be any doubt that, aE ow the 4 4 under such a 
grant has not entered into possession and has died intestate and 
without widow or heirs, the land escheats at common law to the 
lord of the fee? Section 19 of the Trustee Act, 1850, and section 
29 of the Trustee Act, 1893, enabling the court to make a vesting 
order in such event and on repayment of the ote: money, 
were passed when the regular method of mortgaging freehold land 
was by deed of grant; and it is submitted that these enactments 
were made and have always been administered on the hypothesis 
that the mortgagee is the legal tenant in fee simple, though he 
has not entered into ion, and that Ais estate is 
liable to escheat: see Re Minchin’s Estate (2 W. R. 179). 
as Kexewron, J., held, the before entry into 
sion, “is not seised as a free tenant of the land,” how could 
the land be liable to escheat on his death intestate and without 
heirs ? T. Oyprran WItiiams. 


(Zo be continued.) 
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Power of Administrator Dusante 


Absentia to Give Receipts. 


Tux case of Re Owvry (Deceased), Farrer vy. Thomson, before Mr. 
Justice Kexewion on the 17th of April, raised important 
questions as to whether a . a — = which had 
fallen into possession should pay the w fund to mortgagees 
of the Leung rece mf interest, Paap the fund, to Fao trustees’ 
knowledge, largely exceeded the amount owing on the mortgage, 
and ney power of an administrator durante absentia to give 
effectual receipts when the fact that the administrator’s principal 
was alive at the time of receipt was not 

The testatrix, who died on the 5th of September, 1895, ie 
fund in question upon trust to pay the income to A. for life and 
after A.’s death for the testatrix’s nephew B. absolutely. B. 
married in 1894, in the testatrix’s lifetime. By his 
settlement, executed in contemplation of his marriage and 
consideration thereof, he covenanted with the trustees of his 
settlement, if and as soon as he should receive any money under 
the will of his then late grandfather or his aunt, the 
to pay over the same to the trustees of his settlement, but not 
exceeding £4,000. As security for such payment he by the same 
settlement assigned to the settlement trustees all the interest 
and benefit whatsoever of him B. under the wills of his 
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be entitled to her dower thereout, or if he died without heirs the 
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having by his will and codicil appointed X. and Y. executors. 
X. renounced probate, and in 1904 letters of administration 
issued with the will and codicil annexed out of the principal 
registry to the first respondent Taomson, “the lawful attorney” 
of the said Y., ‘for his use and benefit and until he shall apply 
for and obtain probate of the said will and codicil.” The grant 
recited that Y., the executor, ‘now resides in Ceylon.” The 
t was in the common form of grant. 

A. died in 1906, and on her death the fund fell into posses- 
sion. At the date of the summons the value of the fund was 
£6,500, and the amount admitted to be due to the trustees of 
the settlement was only £2,000. It appeared, also, that Y. was 
still resident in Ceylon. In these circumstances the trustees of 
the will took out a summons asking, first, whether they might 
psy the whole fund to the respondents, the trustees of the 
settlement; secondly, if they might only pay to them what was 
due to them, whether they might pay the balance to the first 
respondent in his character of administrator durante absenttd. 

the first question, it was contended by counsel for the 
respondents, as trustees of the settlement, that their receipt 
would discharge the trustees of the will; and counsel referred 
to the Conveyancing Act, s. 22 (1); Tailby v. The Official Receiver 
(13 A. C. 523) on the point that the settlement assigned a mere 
apes successionis; Re Bell (1896, 1 Ch. 1), Hockey v. Western 
(1898, 1 Ch. 350), Re Lloyd (1903, 1 Ch. 385, at p. 403). His 
lordship, however, refused to sanction payment of the whole fund 
to the settlement trustees. He pointed out that the question 
was, not whether the trustees of the will would have got a good 
receipt had they paid the whole to the settlement trustees, but 
that the trustees were asking the court for directions whether 
they ought in fact to pay or not. 
in the second point, counsel for the applicants suggested to 
the court that, for the receipt of the administrator durante absentia 
to be a good discharge to the will trustees, it would be necessary 
to prove that at the date of the receipt the administrator’s prin- 
cipal, Y., was alive ; that the administrator was an officer of the 
court, and that his office determined with his principal’s death. 
For this proposition he cited Suwerkrop v. Day (8 Ad. & El. 624, 
632), in which Lord Dznman, delivering the judgment of the 
court, said: “ We are of opinion that by the first grant AtLan 
Macponap ”—+#.¢., the administrator durante absentid—“‘ became 
the legal representative of Huszrt Fox”’—+.¢., the testator— 
“during the life of Owzn Kzrnan ”—+4.¢., the executor of Fox’s 
will—“ or at all events until he should himself take out probate, 
which he never did; but that on the death of Owzw Kernan that 
grant was ipso facto at an end, and the subsequent grant to the 
plaintiff is good”; and also Webb v. Kirby (26 L. J. Oh. 147), 
in which the Lord Chancellor pointed out that it was necessary 
for an administrator durante absentia selling leaseholds to 
prove that his principal the executor was alive at the time of 
conveyance. 

Counsel for the respondent THomson, in his character of 
administrator, admitted the authority of those cases, but con- 
tended that under the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 47, and the 
Trustee Act, 1893, s. 23 the administrator was an attorney by 
virtue of the letters of administration, and that his receipt would 

i e the will trustees, they not having notice of revocation 
of the power by the death of Y. or otherwise. 

Kexerwicu, J., however, pointed out that the grant constituted 
the administrator an officer of the court, not a mere attorney, 
and that accordingly those sections did not apply, and refused 
to sanction payment to the administrator in the absence of proof 
that his principal was alive at date of payment. 

The case of Re Murguia (9 P. D. 236) may be cited as a 
further authority that the office of administrator durante absentia 
ceases with the death of his principal. The case of Hames v. 
Hacon (16 Oh. D. 407, at p. 410, 18 Oh. D. 347, at p. 351), in 
which Fry, J., and Jzsszr, M.R., pointed out that the adminis- 
trator could be required to transmit to his principal only the 
balance of assets after satisfying the testator’s liabilities in the 
country of the jurisdiction of the letters of administration, may 
be cited as further authority that the administrator is an officer 
of the court, not a mere attorney. If it be said that 


the Court of Probate Act, 1857, s. 77, protecting, where 
an administration is revoked under the Act, payments made 
to the administrator prior to revocati-n, would have entitled the 





will trustees te rely on the administrator’s receipt, the answer is 
that a grant to an administrator durante absentid was never in 
form revoked ; but, if the Pages er proved, it was declared that 
the grant had expired (He Cassidy (4 Hag. 360), Williams on 
Executors (9th ed.), 406, 407), and that the form in present use 
was settled by that case on purpose to avoid the question as to 
the propriety of an express revocation. 

The result seems to be that an amendment of the law is 
required making the administrator’s receipts a good discharge to 
persons not knowing that his office is at an end. 








Reviews. 
The Law of Agency. 


A Digest oF THE Law or AGENoy. By Witt14m Bowsreap, 
Barrister-at-Law. TxirD Epition. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 


The law of agency has been the subject of some notable recent 
decisions. Prominent among these are Keighley v. Durant (1901, 
A. C. 240) and Starkey v. Bank of England (1903, A. C. 114). The 
former established that ratification of a contract by the principal 
cannot take place unless the agent, on entering into the contract, 
professed to act as such ; the latter affirmed, and applied under new 
conditions, the principle of Collen v. Wright (8 E. & B. 647), that 
@ person who contracts as agent is to be taken to warrant his 
authority. Both illustrate the importance of the law of agency, 
and they naturally find place in this digest, which now appears in a 
third edition. In drmon en with the form which Mr. Bowstead has 
adopted for his work, the law is set forth in a series of articles, and to 
each is added a statement of the cases on which it is founded. The 
law of agency touches ordinary business at numerous points. The 
liability, for instance, of a husband for goods eupplied to his wife is 
founded upon it, and the principles applicable to the subject are 
explained in one of Mr. Bowstead’s earlier chapters. Under this 
head, too, falls the liability of the husband for his wife’s costs in 
divorce proceedings, upon which Re Wingfi-ld (1904, 2 Ch. 665) isa 
noteworthy recent decision. Another important branch of the law is 
introduced at the end of the book, where the liability of an innocent 
agent for conversion leads to the statement of Consolidated Co. v. 
Curtis (1892, 1 Q. B. 495) and other leading cases. The book is 
throughout full of references to authorities to which the lawyer 
requires to be readily referred, and it will be found of much practical 
utility. 





Books of the Week. 


The Law of Private Property in War, with a Chapter on Conquest 
(being the Yorke Prize Essay for 1906). By Norman BENTWIOH, 
sometime Scholar of Trinity College, Cunlelien, and Whewell 
Scholar of International Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 








Correspondence. 


Traders and Their “ Clients.” 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—The use of the word ‘‘client” is, I take it, only and solely 
appropriate to designate the confidential and protective relationship 
implied between a legal adviser and a party obtaining his advice. 

he term, however, at the present day is used, and to a very 
increasing extent, by shopkeepers and tradesmen instead of the old 
word ‘‘customer”; the tendency thus being to drag the word 
‘* client’ down to the level of ‘‘ customer.” 

Is there no chance of preserving for the legal profession a term 
which ought to be peculiarly its own ? A. E. G. Copp. 








Several of the Colonial Premiers and Ministers attending the Imperial 
Conference were entertained in Gray’s-inn Hall at luncheon on Saturday 
last by the treasurer and benchers of Gray’s-inn. The Duke of Connaught, 
one of the benchers, was present. Among the guests were Lord Co 
of Kensington, the Master of the Rolls, the President of the Probate, &c., 
Division, Lord Justice Vaughan Williams, Lord Justice Buckley, Lord 
Justice Fletcher Moulton, Mr. Justice Grantham, Mr. Justice Lawrance, 
Mr. Justice Kekewich, Mr. Justice Bigham, Mr. Justice Walton, Mr. 
Justice Jelf, Mr. Justice Bargrave Deane, Mr. Justice Channell, Mr. 
Justicé Joyce, Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady, Mr. Justice Sutton, and Mr. 
Justice Neville. Before the assembling of the guests a meeting was held 
in the Pension Room, when, on the motion of the treasurer, seconded by 
the Duke of Connaught, Sir Wilfrid Laurier and Mr. Deakin were 
unanimously elected honorary benchers of Gray’s-inn. 
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Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Transfers—Liability of Persons—Identifying Transferors.—In 
Sheffield Corporation v. Barclay (1905, A. C. 392) the a had 
a private Act of Parliament relating to the transfer of its debenture 
stock, keeping the stock register, and issuing certificates, which 
imposed the statutory duty to i valid transfers, and on the 
transferee’s demand to issue to him a fresh stock certificate. In 
that case it is laid down that where a person invested with a 
‘statutory or common law” duty of a ministerial character 
is called upon to exercise that duty on the uest, direction, or 
demand of another, and, without any default is part, acte in 3 
manner which, though apparently legal, is really ill and a breach 
of duty, and thereby incurs liability to third parties, the law implies a 
contract, by the making of the request, to says 4 the person 
exercising the supposed duty from any liability which may result 
therefrom. Acting on this principle, the House of Lords held that the 
innocent holder of a forged transfer of stock who had obtained registra - 
tion of bis transfer was bound to indemnify the corporation against 
its liability to the real owner of the stock. Now, in Anglo-American 
Telegraph Co. v. Spurling (5 Q. B. D. 188) the a was one which 
had been incorporated under the Companies , 1862. Under 
section 25 there is a duty—again statutory—to keep a register of 
shareholders. By section 29 the provisions of section 25 are to some 
extent applied to stock. By section 22 transfers are to be made in 
manner pointed out by the regulations. Subject to any restriction 
in the regulations, there is a statutory right to transfer, and 
there is a statutory duty on the - > (towards the stock- 
holders) to keep a correct register. the case lastly cited 


a forged transfer of stock was given to the defendant and |; 


he took the transfer to the company and obtained registration. 
Lindley, J., held that the company had no claim for an 
indemnity against the defendant, and that, as there was no ~ yo 
in the sense of want of care on either side, and “‘a duty on the 

of the company to keep the register correct and themselves to look 
after the register between innocent parties, the loss must fall on the 
company.” This decision was overruled in Barclay’s case, where it is 
clearly laid down that the authority keeping a stock register has no 
duty, towards those who come with transfers, of keeping the register 
correct, its only duty being that which it owes to the stockholders 
on the register. In Starkey v. Bank of England (1903, A. C. 
114) the subject of the transfer was Consols. The stock was 
standing in the name of two persons. One of them sent to a 
broker an application (purporting to be signed by both) to 
the bank for a power of attorney to the broker to transfer the stock. 
The broker on this application obtained the power of attorney, sent 
it to the stock-owner who had asked for it, and it was returned to 
him (purporting to be signed by both stockholders). One signature 
to both application and power had been forged, and it was held that 
the broker was liable to indemnify the bank, which had had to 
replace the stock transferred. Lord Davey, in Barclay’s case, says 
that it may be argued with some force that no solid distinction can 
be made between the power of attorney in one case and the transfer 
deed in the other, as each is put forward as evidence of the 
authority of the applicant to request the removal of the stock- 
holder’s name and the substitution of another name. In a 
recent case the subject of the transfer was India Stock, which is 
transferable in a mode which involves a signature in a book at the 
Bank of England by the transferor or his attorney. The bank 
a list of brokers whose identification of transferors will be accepted. 
A broker on the list innocently identified as a transferor a woman 
who was personating the stockholder, and so acted in the transaction 
as to make a request to the bank to transfer the stock. This woman 
on identification forged the stockholder’s signature in the bank’s 
book, and the stock was transferred. Again, the broker was held 
liable to indemnify the bank. Most articles of association require a 
transfer sent in for registration to be accompanied by such evidence, 
besides the share certificate, ‘‘as the company may require to prove 
the title of the transferor, or his right to transfer.”” Persons who 
by identifying personators and doing such acts as are equivalent to a 
request to the company to transfer shares or stock will be liable, it 
seems, to indemnify the company in respect of any liability which it 
incurs through acting on the request.—BANK OF ENGLAND v. 

(A. T. Lawrence, J., March 15) (1906, 1 K. B. 889). 








According to the Scotsman, Lord Young has met with an accident. 
While in the’ Temple he fell and broke one of his ribs, ; 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Darling has so far recovered from his recent 


attack of neuritis that he has, accom Lady Darling, left 
Londes for Ibis conntry house at ‘Deeckenbanst, Hante. "He will Sot go 


on circuit during the ensuing Trinity Sittings, but will remain in 





keeps | carried 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


~ 
WILKINSON AND ANOTHER v. LANCASHIRE AND YORKSHIRE 
RAILWAY CO. No.1. 7th May. 


Rartway— Passencers’ Luecacs—Anrtictes Recervep sy ComMPANY as 
Passencer’s Luacace—Company Not Bounp to Carry as Sucn— 
Conpition Retrevina Oompany rrom Liaasmary—Contract Nor Sianzgp 
—Rat.way anp Canat Trarric Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vicr. oc. 31), s. 7. 


Where goods are received by a railway under a contract carriage 
wilh @ panne os iis grand tages De tie Sia a” 
personal luggage or not, such a contract is subject to the provisions of section T of 
the Railway and Canal Trafie Act, 1854. 
Appeal by the defendants from the of a Divisional Court 
ere tage lie JJ.), a ae of the judge of the 
chester County Court (reported in 50 Soxicrrors’ Jovanar 514; 1906, 
2K. B. 619). The plain were commercial travellers in the cigar trade 
travelling in the ordinary course of their and were so to the 
knowledge of the defendant com . The took third-class and 
saloon return tickets from H to subsequently altered by 
payment of excess fares to second class. At Fleetwood the defendant 
company took of two square wood boxes, two cane travelling cases, 
and one skip, of which the plaintiffs were owners. The plaintiffs went on 
the boat, leaving with one of articles 
mentioned to be brought 
Belfast the ekip was not deli 
ele comaglen of clnten, euitteas AEE ae toe 
e samples of cigars was 
The claim, which was for £52 1s. 8d., was 


i 
+P 
f 
: 
oF 


uggage. 

charge, the undermenticned quantities of luggage—viz., first-class 3 owt., 
second-class 2 cwt., third-class 14 cwt. passenger, 

that the company is relieved from all ty for loss, damage, misdelivery, 
ordelay.”’ T: nad Onaal Ketbetaes ith ines folie: © Be Section 
7 of the Railway and Canal Act, 1 is as follows: ‘‘ Every such 
com shall be liable for the loss . of 


- FREE es, goods, or things shall be binding 
ect any such party unless the 
ee eeeee et jelee ae jeanael is ee gee sad 


Traffic Act, 1854, only applied to goods which the 
under an obligation to carry class 

wane ius fast eumated, Sets Os Seb See Se en ae 
to carry ae ae not 
It was contended on behalf of the plain 
goods were 
any rate, it app! 

8. 


Tue Covar i Atverstonz, O 
Bucxrey, L.JJ.), ee taken 
0.J., said 


contract relieving the railway company from liability not in writing, 
they were liable under section 7 

Bucsuey, L.J., that on the facts of the case the defendants were 
liable. —Counsz1, » K.C., and Holman 50. dp 
Russell, K.C., and Acton, Soxscrrors, Upton ¢ Britton, for ¢ 
oe ie ; We , Parker, for A, de C. Parmiter 


[Reported by Ww. ¥. Bazzy, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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REX v. JUSTICES OF MIDDLESEX. Er parte WALSALL UNION. 
No, 1. 8th May. 


Poor Law—Szrriement—Diviston or Pariso—Onrper or County Councit 
—Provisions as TO Preszervinc SetrLements—Orper CONFIRMED BY 
Loca Government Boarp—Vauipiry—Locat Government Acts, 1888 
(51 & 52 Vicr. c. 41), 8s. 57, 59; anp 1894 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 73), 
ss. 36, 42, 69. 

Where a parish was, at the passing of the Local Government Act, 1894, 
situated in more than one urban district, and by section 36, sub-section 2, was 
divided, and the county councii in an order made under the Local Government Acts, 
1888 and 1894, and confirmed by the Local Government Board, dealing with the 
constitution of the separate parts of the old parish, provided for the retention of 
the settlements acquired in the old parish, such an order must, by virtue of section 
36, sub-section 10, of the Act of 1894, be deemed to be an order made under section 
57 of the Act of 1888, and by section 42 the order at the expiration of six months 

Srom its confirmation by the Local Government Board must be presumed to have 

been duly made, and to be within the powers of that section, and no objection to its 

legality could be entertained. 


Appeal from the judgment of a Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, C.J., 
and Darling and Channell, JJ.) (reported in 1906, 2 K. B. 365). The guardians 
of the Walsall Union obtained a rule nisi for a mandamus to the justices of 
Middlesex in quarter sessions to shew cause why they should not hear 
and determine an appeal from an order of two justices of Middlesex, 
adjudging the place of the last legal settlement of an illegitimate child, 
Adhiv Clive Kent, to be in the parish of Walsall, in the Walsall Union. 
The pauper, Annie Olive Kent, was born on the Ist of May, 1902, in 
the Brentford Union Workhouse. She was the illegitimate child of Sarah 
Anne Kent, who was the daughter of Henry Kent. Sarah Anne Kent 
never acquired a settlement of her own, and so she took her father’s 
settlement when she reached the age of sixteen years in 1896. Before 
the Local Government Act, 1894, came into operation Henry Kent was 
settled in the parish of Walsall Foreign. Part of that parish was at that 
time situated in the municipal borough of Walsall, and the other part 
in the urban sanitary district of Brownhills. The two parts of the parish 
accordingly would have become separate parishes under section 36, sub- 
section 2, of the Local Government Act, 1894, but for the order hereafter 
mentioned, as from the appointed day. Before the appointed day an 
order was made bya joint committee of the county council of Stafford 
and the council of the county borough of Walsall, which was confirmed 
by the Local Government Board. The order, which was to come into 
operation on the appointed day, after reciting that the joint committee 
had in accordance with section 57 of the Local Government Act, 1888, 
caused inquiries to be made, stated that the order was made in pursuance 
of the powers given by the Local Government Acts, 1888 and 1894, and it 
rovided that the portion of the parish of Walsall Foreign which was in 
the urban district of Walsall borough should be united with the parish of 
Walsall borough, and the remaining portion of the parish in the urban 
district of Brownhills should be known as the parish of Walsall Wood ; 
and the two parishes were to be included in the Walsall Union. By 
clause 9 of the order every person who had acquired a settlement in 
the old parish of Walsall Foreign should be deemed to have acquired a 
settlement in the parish comprising the place in which the acts or circum- 
stances conferring the settlement were done or occurred. The two 
— made an order for the removal of the pauper from the Brentford 

nion to the Walsall Union, and upon appeal it was contended that by 
reason of the Local Government Act, 1894, the parish of Walsall Foreign 
was destroyed, and the settlements therein were gone, and that so far as the 
order attempted to deal with settlements, it was not authorized by any of 
the powers under which it — to be made, and was ultra vires. The 
quarter sessions held that they had no jurisdiction to go behind the order 
and to decide as to its validity. Upon the rule for a mandamus the Divisional 
Court held that the order might provide that the division of the parish 
should not have the effect of destroying the settlements acquired therein. 
The Walsall Union appealed. 

Tas Cover (Vavenan Wiiuiams, Fietcner Movtton, and Bucxtey, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal, holding that, whether the order was made 
under section 57 of the Act of 1888 or under the Act of 1894, it was in the 
latter case an order made in pursuance of Part 3 of the Act of 1894, and 
was by section 36, sub-section 10, of that Act to be deemed to be an order 
under section 57 of the Act of 1888. That being so, section 42 applied, 
and six months having elapsed since the order was confirmed by the Least 
Government Board, the order must be presumed to have been duly made 
and to be within the powers of section 57, and no objection could be taken 
to its legality.—Oounset, C. A. Russell, K.C., and Disturnal ; Macmorran, 
K.C., BR. Cunningham Glen, and A. A. Bethune. Sorscrrons, Smiles ¢ Co., 
for 4. H. Lewis, Walsall; Ruston, Clark, ¢ Ruston. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re WILLIAM WALKER AND Re THE ACTS 58 VICT. c. 5 AND 54 & 55 
VICT. c. 65, No. 2, 8th May. 


Luwatic—Recrrver—Bonn—Svurety—Deatx or Lunatic—Recerets AFrer 
Deatn—Luiasitity or Surety. 


The death of a lunatic does not discharge the recewer of his estate from his 
liability to account for sums received by him as receiver, but after the death he no 
longer receives payments in that character, and though he is, of course, liable for 
auch receipts personally, his sureties as receiver are not liable to make good moneys 
which it was no part of his duty as receiver to receive. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Master Fischer directing that the 
accounts of the committee of the above-named William Walker should be 


was declared incapable of omy his own affairs by an order dated the 
16th of June, 1896, and James Dalton was appointed to let and manage 
the freehold and leasehold property of the lunatic, and to receive and 
give a discharge for the rents and profits thereof. The property in 

uestion, and the only estate of the Tonaile, consisted of ten freehold 
8 ~ at High-street, Norwood, and a strip of land at the rear thereof 
used as garden ground. P, were subsequently taken to obtain 
the discharge of Dalton and the appointment of C. W. Skinner in his place, 
and by an order dated the 26th of February, 1904, Skinner was appointed 
receiver, and authorized to exercise, in addition to any powers granted to 
Dalton and not yet exhausted and carried out, all the powers of a com- 
mittee of the estate as in the case of a —— of unsound mind so found by 
inquisition. By bond dated the 25th of April, 1904, Skinner and the 
Ocean Accident and Guarantee Corporation were bound in the sum 
of £300 to answer the receipts of the receiver. On the 25th of March 
1906, the lunatic died. On the 26th of March, 1906, Skinner transmitted 
his accounts up to the 25th of December, 1905, but by reason of the death 
the vouching was postponed until the final order was made. By certificate 
dated the 26th of April, 1906, it was certified that the will of the lunatic 
had been lodged at the Probate Registry. On the ist of December, 1906, 
letters of administration, with the will annexed, were granted to the 
daughter of the deceased. On the 14th of December, 1906, the final order 
was made discharging the receiver’s bond on payment of the balance 
found to be due to him. It appeared that at the date of the death there 
was in Skinner’s hands a sum of £200 14s. 6d. After the death he had 
collected the July and September rents, and at the date of the final order 
there was due from him the sum of £370 17s. 9d. Skinner had left the 
neighbourhood, and there was no possibility of obtaining any payment 
from him. In these circumstances it was contended, on behalf of the 
Guarantee Corporation, that the certificate should not be given in the 
common form, but that a certificate should be given that £200 14s. 6d., 
being the amount in Skinner’s hands on the 25th of March, 1906, was 
due, and that, as the death ipso facto terminated the authority of Skinner, 
the administratrix could only look to Skinner himself as executor de son 
tort for payment of the balance. Master Fischer was of opinion that 
Skinner was liable for the whole sum as receiver. The Guarantee 
Corporation appealed. 

oat Covrr (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Kennepy, L.J.) allowed the 
appeal. 

Cozzns-Harpy, M.R.—This appeal raises a curious and important point, 
but looking at it as a matter of principle if seems to me that the matter is 
reasonably clear. Toe lunacy jurisdiction is, of course, a very peculiar 
one. It is vested in persons who are entrusted with authority, and it is 
dependent upon a continuance of the lunacy and, therefore, necessarily, 
in one event upon the continuance of the existence of the lunatic himself. 
By that I do not mean, of course, that a receiver or a committee is not 
liable to account after the death ot the lunatic. That would be an 
absurdity too gross to contemplate. To take the common case of a 
receiver appointed in a suit; if that suit is dismissed the receiver is still 
liable to account under the order of the court for moneys which he has 
in his hands obtained by him while receiver during the pendency of the 
suit. In the same way the death of the lunatic does not in the least 
operate to release the committee or receiver from accounting for anything 
which he receives in that character. But this case goes further; the 
committee or receiver, after the lunatic’s death, and with the knowledge 
of his death—whether that be important or not, I do not think it matters 
here—went on and received rents and profits of the late lunatic’s estate. 
It is said that he is accountable in the lunacy in his character of receiver 
or committee for the rents so received, and Master Fischer has proposed 
in issuing his certificate to include those receipts. The sureties under the 
surety bond say, ‘‘ That is not so, we were only sureties for the committee 
for the payment of rents received by him in that character; we are not 
liable after the death of the lunatic for receipts which it was no part of 
his duty as committee or receiver to receive ; | are receipts which 
undoubtedly render him liable to account to the 
with which the lunacy jurisdiction has nothing to do.’’ That is the 
way it is put, and on principle I can see no answer to it. I asked 
what would happen if the lunatic in this case had been simply 
tenant for life instead of owner in fee. The order appointing the 
committee or receiver would have been in the same common form. It 
really could not be said that after the death of the lunatic the committee 
would have any right to say that the rents which he received must be 
taken to have to received by him as committee or receiver and must, 
therefore, be paid into the lunacy account. Then reliance was placed, in 
sapport of Master Fischer's decision, in the language of the bond and of 
the final order of the 14th of December, 1906, but I do not think they 
bear out the respondent’s contention. The appeal must be allowed. 

Kennepy, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. — CounszL, 
Gatey ; Boome. Soxicrrors, Meynell § Co. ; Harold G. Morrish. 

(Reported by J. I. Srratixa, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


HODSON v, THETARD. Joyce, J. 19th and 20th April; 13th May. 


Venpor AND Purcuaser—Sprciric Perrormance—OrreR AND ACCEPTs 
ance—UniiaTeraL Mistake—Derenpant Actina Wirnour Apvice— 
Discretion or Cournt—Damacezs. 

The defendant offered freehold land to the plaintiff at @ price based upon a 
valuation made in 1895, forgetting the existence of a recent valuation at a much 
higher figure. The plaintiff accepted the offer in terms which were not identical 





taken up to the date of the last receipt and payment by him. William Walker 


L in every respect, but sufficient to constitute an open contract, 
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entitled for life, with remainder in default of children to George 


May 18, 1907 


Held, that the court, in the exercise of its discretion, would not enforce the 
contract. Damages awarded. 

The defendant, Mrs. Thétard, was the owner of a freehold reversion to 
certain premises demised to the plaintiff fora term of eighty-one 
from the 29th of September, 1876, at a rent of £8. In 1 the 
defendant instructed the solicitor who her estates to offer 
the reversion to the plaintiff. The solicitor then obtained a valuation 
from a surveyor, who advised that the reversion should 
£2,833. The solicitor offered the freehold at that to the plaintiff, 
but on the 12th of May, 1905, the plaintiff ed the purchase, 
The defendant was informed of the valuation made in 1905, and 
it was discussed between her and her solicitor. A copy was not 
furnished to the defendant. In 1906 the defendant found a letter 
from the plaintiffs written in 1899 offering to purchase the freehold. 
Thereupon she personally communicated with the plaintiff by a letter 
dated the 13th of November, 1906, offering to sell and intimating that she 
did not wish her solicitor to hear of her offer as the expense would be 
unnecessary unless an agreement were arrived at. An interview followed 
on the 20th of November, 1906, in the course of which the defendant 
mentioned an earlier valuation of the premises at £1,275, which had 
been made in 1903, and a verbal was struck by which 


the defendant agreed to sell the reversion for £1,300. The plain- 
tiff 


tiff and his sons all deposed that they had completely f 
the offer made by the defendant’s solicitor in 1905. e p 
requested Mrs. Thétard to write a letter consenting to the sale for £1,300. 
Mrs. Thétard then remembered the 1905 valuation, and wrote to her 
solicitor for the paper, but instead of waiting for it, on the 26th of 
November, 1906, she wrote that she required £25 more than £1,300 to pay 
her solicitor’s costs of sale. She then received the 1905 valuation, and on 
the same day wrote that she had made a mistake, that £1,300 was the 
rice of a small plot and not the price of the premises which the plaintiff 
had offered to buy. The plaintiff replied to the defendant's first letter by 
a letter of the 27th of November, which crossed the defendant's second 
letter. By his letter of the 27th of November the plaintiff wrote that he 
would consent to purchase for £1,325, and requi the defendant to send 
a note of sale and that he would forward a deposit. The plaintiff did not 
answer the defendant’s second letter of the 26th of November, but went to 
a solicitor and ultimately brought this action for specific performance 
against the defendant. 

Joycr, J., after stating the facts, said that the plaintiff had not been 
well advised to bring an action for specific performance. His own letter 
of the 27th of November was not a simple acceptance, but asked for the 
equivalent of a formal contract, which might have included stipulations 
as to title, and in any case the defendant had a right to a deposit, which 
had not been tendered. But, treating the correspondence as amounting 
to an open contract, it was a case of a foolish lady acting without her 
solicitor and making a blunder. Her second letter of the 26th of November 
was not only foolish but untrue. It was not, however, @ case upon the 
lines of Zamplin v. James (15 Ch. D. 215), where an attempt was made to 
assert a mistake of plain and unambiguous terms in writing. Here 
the blunder existed though it was neither verbal nor in writing. 
The plaintiff was not chargeable with fraud. Opinions might differ as to 
the moral obligation to fulfil a contract made between a b man and 
a foolish lady acting in the sale of a freehold reversion to land without 
consulting her solicitor, but if a blunder was proved equity would not 
exercise its special jurisdiction. The case resembled Webster v. Cecil (30 
B. 62) rather than Zamplin v. James (15 Ch. D. 215). As damages, upon 
the evidence adduced by the plaintiff, the learned judge awarded a sum of 
£30. The plaintiff and the defendant were to bear their own 
costs of the action.—CounseL, Hughes, K.C., and H. B. Wright ; Younger, 
K.0., and Knowles Corrie. Soxicrrors, G. Steinberg ; Russell, Cooke, $ Co. 

[Reported by A. 8. Orr#, Barrister-at-Law.] 








WALKER v. LINOM. Parker, J. 24th and 25th April; 4th May. 


Morteace — Parorrry — Neouicence — Serruement — PosTroneMEnt oF 
Houtper or Lecat Estare—Posrronement or Benericiany Unper 
SerrLeMenr. 

A , in 1896, purchased freehold property which was afterwards settled on his 
marriage. The trustees of the marriage settlement omitted to obtain 
from A, of the conveyance of the property to him, without, however, acting dis- 
honestly in the matter. Subsequently A. mortgaged the property to B., who had 
no notice of the settlement. 

Held, that the omission of the trustees to obtain possession of the deed of convey- 
ance was negligence of such a character as to make it inequitable for them to rely 
on their legal estate te give them priority over the subsequent incumbraneer, and 
that the cestui que trust stood in no better position. 

Lloyd’s Banking Co. v. Jones (29 Ch. D. 221) wed. 

Taylor ». London and County Banking Co. (1901, 2 Ch. 231) distinguished. 


Action. Prior to his marriage, which took place in September, 1896, 
George Church Walker purchased certain known as No. 53, 
Forest Drive, West Leytonstone, in Essex. house was conveyed to 
him by an indenture dated the 8th of May, 1896. In September, 1896, 
two settlements, both dated the 4th of September, 1896, were executed. 
By the first the house was conveyed to the defendants T. J. Walker and 
P. Cook, upon trust for sale and to hold the proceeds upon the trusts 
declared by the second settlement, and by such second 

roceeds of sale were to be held upon trust under which 

alker took a life interest deter ble on alienation, and 
life interest and a discretionary trust conferred on the 
event of it determining in his lifetime, the plaintiff, Mrs. bee was 
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claiming a declaration that any interest of the defendant Anne 
in the premises the subject of the settlements 
plaintiff's life interest. 
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only an case of Northern Counties 


ee en ere ae ee 
ans Fire Insurance Oo. v. Whipp (26 Oh. D. 482), in which Fry, L.J.; 
veréd the considered judgment of the Court of A . The conclusion 
arrived at by the Lord Justice from the authorities is that the court will 
postpone a prior legal estate to a subsequent equitable estate where the 
owner of the prior legal estate has assisted in or connived at the fraud 
has led to the creation of the subsequent equitable estate without 
notice of the prior legal estate, of which assistance or connivance the 
in inquiring after or keeping title-deeds 

some cases has been, held sufficient evidence when such 
conduct cannot be otherwise explained; but that the court will not 
postpone the prior legal estate to the subsequent equitable estate on the 
und of any mere carelessness or want of prudence on the part of the 
onl onean, my Fry, L.J., meant that in order to postpone a 
legal estate there must have been fraud in the sense of a dishonest intention 
on the part of the holder, and North, J., in Manners v. Mew (29 Oh. D. 725) 


¢ exception of George Church Walker, acted 

if I treat the sutgaent & , L.J., as an exhaustive statement of 
principles which [ am to apply to this case, I must hold that the 

who have the legal estate are not ned to the defendant There are; 
however, subsequent decisions wh my oa justify me in condlud- 
ag Sor St ee ee eee t Fry, L.J., used the word 
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of'euch conduct on the rights of such persons, whereas the case of Lioyd’s 
ing Co. v. Jones related to the conduct of trustees in not getting 
ion of the title-deeds. I have to ask myself, therefore, whether 
eo far as it affects the rights of their cestwis que trustent there is any real 
for drawing a distinction between the wrongful conduct of trustees 
relation to title-deeds in their possession as trustees and their wrongful 
conduct in relation to title-deeds which as a fact never came into 
their ion and are therefore never held by them upon trust at 
all, In my opinion there is such a real ground of distinction. In 
the ‘former case the trustees hold the deeds for their cestuis que 
trustent, avd are bound to deal with them in accordance with the 
trusts upon which they are held. In the latter case the trustees never 
held the deeds for their cestuis que trustent, and their breach of duty lies 
in not obtaining them. In the former case the trusteeship so far as the 
deeds are concerned is complete, and the deeds cannot be dealt with 
perly if the trustees do their duty, and the cestuis que trustent may 
fairly assume that they will do their duty, In the latter case the trustee- 
ship #0 far as the deeds are concerned is incomplete, and the person who 
retains-them is in a position to deal with them without reference to the 
trustees, so that the cestuis que trustent have no one on whose pussession 
of the deeds they are entitled to rely as standing between them and the 
tion of a fraud. I hold, therefore, in the present case, on the 
ty of Lloyd's Banking Co. v. Jones, that the plaintiff is in no better 
position than her trustees, and is postponed to the defendant.—CovunszL, 
Romer, K.C., and MacSwinney ; Buckmaster, K.C., and J. G. Wood ; Gatey. 
Sonicrrons, Edell ¢ Gordon; Helder, Roberts, Walton, § Giles. 
[Reported by Lrowaap T. Forp, Barsister-at-Law. ] 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
In the Matter of THE PONTARDAWE RURAL DISTRICT ELECTION 
PETITION. Div. Court. 13th May. 


Beacrion Law —Dusraicr Councit Evection—Battor Parers [RREGULARLY 
Markep. 


Objections were taken to the irregular way in which several voting papers had 
been marked at a district council election. 

Held, that a mark, whether the prescribed cross or not, and whether placed in 
voting apace left blank for its insertion in the voting paper or not, did not render 
the void, so long as it was clear that the voter intended to select a particular 
candidate the mark he used, and did not vote for more than the maximum 
number of candidates to be elected. 

Per Phillimore, J.—Jt would be better if voting papers were printed without a 
margin at the ssdes at ail, 

Special case. The question was the validity of certain ballot papers 
recorded at the election of T. A. Evans, who was returned a member of 
the above council. The facts stated were as follows: There were five 
councillors to be elected, and nine candidates, among whom were the 
petitioner and the respondent. On the first count four candidates were 
returned without dispute. The respondent was the fifth with 454 votes, 
and the petitioner sixth, with 417, the respondent being declared elected. 
On the 9th of April, 1907, the petition was presented, alleging that some 








of the votes recorded for the respondent were bad because the ballot 
papers referred to below were invalid. By order of Ridley, J., a recount 


swas ordered in May, and duly took place, the numbers on the recount 
reading: For the petitioner 416, for the respondent 401. The ballot 
— challenged — only nine in number, the result of the decision 
this special case would, therefore, not affect the result of the election 
as decided on the recount. The ballot papers were in the ordinary form. 
In the first paper objected to the voter had voted correctly for five of the 
candidates, but in the voting space against another candidate’s name had 
— @ cross round which, touching the four ends of the cross, he had 
wn a circle. 

Tue Covrr (Riptay and Puiurmore, JJ.) held the paper was bad, there 
being a doubt as to whether the circle was intended to cancel the vote or 
not, and therefore whether the voter had not voted or intended to vote for 
six candidates. 

With regard to three other papers the voters had in two cases placed 
crosses, in another single lines like the figure 1 in the side margin next 
to and in line with the name of the candidate, and the voting space 

ted to him. 

, Ley, J., said he thought that the votes were good, and referred to 
the judgment of Hawkins, J., in the Cirencester case (1893, 4 O’Malley and 
Hardcastle, at pp. 196, 197), where that learned judge, when dealing 
with ballot papers not regularly marked, said, ‘‘ Of course every alteration 
from the course pointed out in the rules tends to create difficulties which 
may be avoided by a rigid observance of it. It is highly prudent, there- 
fore, to adhere to it, though we do not think it is essential.’’ In another 
case Hawkins, J., said if the mark appeared either in the space reserved 
‘to the candidate’s name or in the corresponding voting space the vote would 
be good. There need not be any lines at all and as long as the mark 
tg ite the name, whether within the parallelogram in the 
jamn which contained the candidate’s name or the blank square or 
pane Nera for the mark whereby the voter was to indicate the 
for whom he Acne: if = intention was clear, it was in his 
opinion a good mark. laced in the margin at the top or bottom of the 
Rn to me it would not be valid because it would net be clear that he 

to vote for the first or the last candidate. 

Punimorz, J., and intimated that in his opinion it would 





be better if voting papers were so printed that there would be no margin 
at the sides at all. 

Objection was also taken with regard to the way the fifth and the ninth 
papers had been marked. In each of these cases the voter had used the 

roper voting space, but had recorded his vote not by across, but by 
ures, giving one vote each to three candidates and two to another. Only 
one vote could be given to any one candidate. 

Tus Covrr held that this was a valid marking of the paper, as in each 
case it operated as giving one vote to each candidate. 

Objection was taken to the sixth paper because two crosses appeared in 
two of the voting spaces, and one cross in the other. 

Tue Covrt, in this case, held that the marking did not invalidate the 
vote. 

In the seventh paper different figures appeared in three voting spaces, 
the figure 1 in one, the figure 2 in another, and the figure 3 in a third, 
totalling six votes, one more than the maximum allowed. 

Rivtey, J., declined to pass any opinion, it being unnecessary to do so, 
since their decision could not affect the result of the election. It might be 
that the voter intended to give one vote for the respective candidates in 
the order he had recorded his vote in figures. 

Parturmore, J., held that this way of voting did not invalidate the vote, 
as he thought the voter's intention was clearly to give one vote to each of 
the three candidates he had selected by the figures he had placed against 
their names. 

Objection was taken to the eighth paper because the voter had inserted 
in one voting space the figure 2, in another the figure 7, and in a third 
space the figure 8, and in a fourth a cross. 

Riotey, J., said he would not express an opinion whether the paper was 
valid or not. 

Pariurmorg, J., considered the figures were a ‘‘ mark ’’ which indicated 
the candidates selected, and he thought that the paper should be held as 
a good vote in their favour. 

Tue Court therefore declared that the election of the petitioner was 
valid.—CounseL, Hugh Fraser, for the petitioner ; no one appeared for the 
respondent. Soxicrrors, Lambert ¢ Hale. 

[Reported by Exsxinz Rew, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
CRAXTON v. CRAXTON. 7th May. 


Divorce—Lis Penpens—Summary Jvurispiction (Marrrep Women) Acr 
(58 & 59 Vicr. c. 39)—Desertion—Jvusrices’ JURISDICTION. 


Once there is a suit pending in the Divorce Division of the High Court there 
can be no desertion by one party of the other, and the justices have no jurisdiction 
to entertain any application or make any order. 


An appeal by a husband from an order, dated the 22nd of April, 1907, of 
the Gravesend justices granting to his wife (1) a separation order on the 
ground of his desertion since the 7th of January, 1907 ; (2) thirty shillings 
a week maintenance; (3) custody of her child; and (4) costs. The 
grounds of appeal were (1) that there had been no desertion ; (2) that the 
magistrates had no jurisdiction to hear the summons as there was a suit 
for divorce pending between the parties in the High Court; (3) that the 
maintenance ordered was excessive; and (4) that there was an existing 
order for alimony pendente lite for sixteen shillings a week to the wife. It 
appeared that the parties were married in May, 1906. In August the 
husband taxed his wife with adultery, and arranged that she should go 
and live with a friend. In October, 1906, she took out a summons at 
Gravesend for maintenance, but the justices being informed that divorce 
proceedings were about to be commenced by the husband, the summons 
(by consent) was dismissed. On the 19th of October the husband filed his 
suit for divorce, alleging that his wife had committed adultery with one 
McBride. Both the wife and co-respondent entered an appearance, and 
the wife filed an answer with a bare denial of adultery. The co-respondent 
put in no answer. On the 30th of October the wife filed a petition for 
alimony pendente lite, and on the 24th of November an order was made 
for — of sixteen shillings a week. This amount was paid by 
the husband until the 4th of January, 1907. On the 19th of February 
the President ordered the husband to pay the wife her taxed costs 
and to deposit a certain sum as security—the suit being stayed until 
order had been complied with. A fresh summons was taken out at 
Gravesend on the 15th of April by the wife, alleging desertion since 
the 7th of January, 1907. Although the above matters were drawn to 
the attention of the justices, they made the order appealed from, giving 
as their reason, with reference to section 6 of 58 & 59 Vict. c. 39, and to 
Brown v. Brown (19 L. T. 102, 62 J. P. 711), that the husband had 
abandoned his suit for divorce. On behalf of the wife it was contended 
that the mere “‘ institution ’’ of a suit in the High Court could not be a 
bar to the summary jurisdiction or oust it. The justices may have relied 
on Macdonald v. Macdonald (4 Sw. & Tr. 242), which laid it down that a 
man ht be guilty of desertion, even though he was making an allow- 
ance to his wife. 

Tue Drivistonat Covrr (Bucknitt and Barcrave Dezanz, JJ.) allowed 
the husband’s appeal, but as the wife had no separate estate allowed her 
costs. 

BucxnuL, J., said that the case wes clear. The question of whether 
the husband had or had not complied with the order made by the 
President of the Divorce Court nothing whatever to do with the 
Gravesend justices, who had, however, made an order based upon desertion 
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since the 7th of January, 1907. The husband, at that date, could not 
have deserted his wife as there was then a lis pendens in the Divorce Court. 
The justices were quite wrong in making the order. 

Barorave Deane, J., concurred, and said that the husband had never 
abandoned his suit, the order that was made the usual one, that the 
case be stayed until the order had been complied with. It was often a 
great hardship for husbands that their suit should be stayed until they 
could give security, and many a guilty wife benefited by the making of 
these orders. It could not be too well known that once a suit had started 
in the Divorce Court each party was protected against the other, and it 
was contempt of court for either to approach the other in any way. 
Therefore there could not be any desertion when a suit was pending, and 
in law there could have been no desertion since the 19th of October, 1906, 
still less since the 7th of January, 1907. He assumed that in the future 
justices would hold their hands in such cases.—Counset, Armstrong White ; 
J. B. Matthews. Soicrtors, H. EB. Blaiberg ; Sismey § Cook, for Tolhurst, 
Son, § Clinch, Gravesend. 

[Reported by Diesy Corzs-Pazepy, Barrister-at-Liw.)} 


. * , 
Solicitors’ Cases. 
‘Re TURNER. WOOD v. TURNER. C. A. No. 2. 8th May. 
Sotrcrrorn—Costs—Trustees—Oosts, CHARGES, AND Exprnses—‘‘ Property 


Preservep’’—Insvurricrent Estare—Cnsarcinc Orper — Parioriry— 
Soticrrors Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vicr. c. 127), s. 28. 


Where an estate has been ‘‘ preserved’? within section 28 of the Solicitors Act, 
1860, the court has a discretion as to whether it-will make a charging order in 
favour of the solicitors, and the fact that trustees will thereby be deprived of their 
costs, charges, and expenses is a reason for the court declining to exercise its 
discretion. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported ante, p. 
101). The case raised a point of some importance as to solicitors’ costs. 
The question was whether the solicitors were entitled to a charging order 
for their costs on the property ‘‘ preserved,’’ and, if so, whether they 
were entitled to such costs in priority to the costs, charges, and expenses 
of trustees. There had been litigation and a compromise of the 
proceedings, with the result that the costs exceeded the value of 
the estate, which was consequently insufficient to pay the costs 
of the plaintiff's solicitors and the costs, charges, and expenses of 
the trustees. The solicitors took out a summons for a charging order on 
the property on the ground that they had ‘* preserved” the property 
within the meaning of the Solicitors Act, 1860. The trustees took out 
another summons for a declaration that they were entitled to their costs, 
charges, and expenses in priority to the solicitors. Kekewich, J., was of 
opinion that the property had been ‘‘ preserved ”’ within the meaning of the 
Solicitors Act, 1860. The court, however, had a discretion under the Act 
whether it should make a charging order. The question was whether this was 
a case for the exercise of such discretion. It was a judicial discretion, and the 
main reason put forward why the court should not make the charging order 
was that if the court gave the solicitors a charging order it would not 
only deprive the trustees of their costs, charges, and expenses, but would 
deprive them of an established right which had been recognized for 
generations, if not centuries. The trustees’ right in this respect was of 
the largest character. They were entitled to be paid every penny they 
had properly incurred in respect of the trust estate. It was of the utmost 
importance that that should be so, because it was important that persons 
should be found to act as trustees and give their services gratuitously. 
The rule as regarded trustees’ costs was an established doctrine of the 
court, and was in a sense above any rule of procedure. If the court 
decided in favour of the solicitors’ charge, it would have to say that the 
trustees were to go without their costs. It was said that the trustees were 
not entitled to any consideration ; but the answer to that was that an 
order had been made giving them their costs. With that order before 
him it was impossible for his lordship to say that the trustees were not 
entitled to their costs. It seemed, therefore, that the court ought to 
decide in favour of the trustees and against the solicitors. His lordship 
accordingly dismissed the application of the solicitors with costs. The 
solicitors appealed from this decision. 

Tue Covrr (Cozens-Hanpy, M.R., Barnes, P., and Kennepy, L J.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that he thought that the learned judge was 
perfectly right, and he did not wish to add a word to his judgment. 

Barnes, P., and Kennepy, L.J., agreed. —Counse, Stewart Smith, K.C., 
and Ryan; P.O. Lawrence, K.C., and Crossfield. Soxicrrors, Minchin § Co. ; 
Cain § Tompkins. 

[Reported by J. I. Srietino, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re WILLIAM SIMEON JEROME. C. A. No. 2. 8th May. 


Practice—AprrAL—Taxation—Summons TO Review—Orver Dismissinc 
Summons—InreRtocurory OrpER—Leave To APPEAL. 


Where an order has been made for taxation and payment of. costs, an order dis- 
missing a summons to review the taxation is an interlocutory order, and leave to 
appeal from it is necessary. 

This was an appeal from an order of Kekewich, J., dismissing a 
summons to review taxation of a solicitor’s costs. The case in the court 
a SS rted ante p.114. On the case co Key sont 

nary objection was taken on behalf of the solicitor, ent 
that, the appeal being from an interlocu order, could not be brought 
without leave of the court below, which not been obtained. On behalf 
of the appellant it was contended that the order was a final order. 











scowl tae gutlnoiian Ajeion enh duamen tar i Olea. 
allo C) ° e 
Jessel, K.C., and Martelli; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., R. Rowlands. 
Sotrcrrors, Grover, Humphreys, ¢ Son; W. 8S. Jerome. 

(Reported by J. I. Stieuixe, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re ROBERT DAVID DUNCAN, A SOLICITOR OF THE SUPREME 
COURT. Kekewich, J. 10th May. 


Costs—Ex parte Orper ror TaxaTron—InnecuLaRity—TaxatTion or One 
or Severna, Buis— xy or Brai— Paymenr—AGReeMENT FOR 
Payment—Souicrtors’ Remungration Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicor. c. 44), 
s. 8—So.icrron ror Bora Morreacor anp Morreacse. 


Where a solicitor accepted a lump sum in discharge of his client's costs of -a 
completed purchase without any agreement in writing, and without delivery of a 
formal bill of costs, 

Held, that the bill was not outstanding, and did not require to be included in an 
ex parte order for taxation obtained by the solicitor in respect of another bill. 

Semble, a payment in discharge of past costs by way of accord and 
is not an agreement for remuneration within the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 
1881 (44 ¢ 45 Veet. c. 44), s. 8, and taxation in the absence of special 
circumstances. A solicitor acting for both mortgagor and mortgagee is not required 
to include the mortgage costs where there is no relation of solicitor and client as to 
those costs between him and the mortgagor,in hss application for an ex parte ordor 
Sor taxation of separate bills against the mortgagor client. 

This case was upon motion on behalf of J. Fyne es oh ee 
order obtained by R. D. Duncan on the 16th of February, 1907, 
taxation of two bills of costs should be for irregularity on the 

und that R. D. Duncan had four bills of costes outstanding against 

. Bowen, of which bills the two referred to in the order were only part, 
and further that the order did not extend to an undelivered bill of costs in 


y 


respect of which Bowen had paid £26 to R. D. Duncan on the 9th of 

April, 1906. The facts appear from the em. 
Kexewicn, J.—It isa rule which I recall that when a 
t 


solicitor or a client applies for an order of course for taxation the ongins 
must ask for taxation of all bills then . The objection 

the solicitor has not included some 8 which were pending against 
the client. Firstly, as ‘to the costs for which Bowen paid Duncan £26 
on the 9th of April, 1906. This payment was in copes of a purchase of 
land by Bowen which was completed at or about that date. solicitor 
had prepared a draft bill for £29. It was not a formal bill, but it might 
easily have been reduced into shape ; in any case it was not a signed and 
delivered bill. There was some discussion as to the amount the client 
thought reasonable, the solicitor accepted £26 and gave Bowen a 

in discharge of the costs of purchase. Now, the solicitor could not have 
included that bill in the order, nor could he have obtained a special 
order. The aa for £26 would have been an absolute auswer. 
It was argued that bill for £26 could be opened. That would be the 
case within twelve months in circumstances, such as fraud or 
mistake, but it was said that there was no agreement in wri to treat 
this as a discharge. Re Russell (30 Oh. D. 114) and Sutton v. (11 
Q. B. D. 377) did not shew that where a sum has been paid and accepted 
in discharge of eo the bill was not delivered, the transaction 


E 


was not binding unless there was an agreement in - In Re Respell 
the payment was t costs, in Sutton v. Elliot the tors stopped the 
client’s moneys. But that was not the of decision in thiscase. In 

for £26 could not have been: put 


the opinion of the learned judge the 
in the order. As to the two other bills, they related to costs in 
transactions in which Bowen was a mortgagor Duncan was 

for the mortgagees as well. In each case there was no relation of solicitor 
and client between Duncan and Bowen in of the eres 
which these costs were incurred. The two therefore could not 
been included in the order.—Covunset, C. H. Sargant; P. O. , 
K.C., and Herbert Robertson. Soxicrrons, F. Gissing Skelton ; 
Duncan. 


| Reported by A. 8. Orr#, Barrister-at-Lew.] 
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New Orders, &c. 


High Court of Justice. 
WHITSUN VACATION, 1907. 


Notice. 
There will be no si in court di the Whitsun Vacation. 
During the Whitsun Vacation, all ** which require to 


’ 

be immediately or promptly heard,’’ are to be made to the 
Mr. Justice Sutton. 

Mr. Justice Sutton will act as Vacation Judge from Saturday, the 18th 
of May, to Monday, the 27th of May, both days inclusive. 

His lordshi sit in King’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on 
the 23rd of % On thes Sie COs Ss See aoe 
urgent matters may be made to his lordship by post or, 


pers: y- 
fn Sonn ete a eee the brief of 
could. be ‘sent aeeunese eee bs Maemo 
aovemapanied Wy See CEA Se rpg tegen — 

a minute, on a separate sheet , signed by counsel, of 
the order he may consider the applicant entitled to, and lao am 
capable of soetving Se Brae as follows :—‘ 
Letter: To the Registrar in V 
Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.0.” 


Mee 
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On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, oa a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the Vacation Judge can be obtained on application at 
the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Royal Oourts of Justice. 





Land Registry. 
MIDDLESEX DEEDS DEPARTMENT. 

The work of the Middlesex Deeds Department will, on and after 
Wednesday, the 22nd of May, 1907, be carried on at the Land Registry, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

The removal will be effected on Saturday, Monday, and Tuesday, the 
18th, 20th, and 21st inst.,on which days the Middlesex Deeds — 
will be closed. By Orper. 








Societies. 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, on the 8th 
inst., Mr. J. Roger B. Gregory in the chair; the other directors present 
being Sir George Lewis, Bart., and Messrs. W. C. Blandy (Reading), A. 
Davenport, W. Dowson, C. Goddard, W. H. Gray, H. E. Gribble, L. W. 
North Hickley, W. G. King, OC. G. May, R. Pennington, J.P., W. 
Arthur Sharpe, F. W. Stone (Tunbridge Wells), R. 8. Taylor, Maurice A. 
Tweedie, and J. T. Scott (secretary). 

A sum of £530 was distributed in grants of relief, three new members 
were — to the association, and other general business was 
transacted. 








Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. Henry Gorvon Suze, K.C., has been appointed a Commissioner 
of Assize on the Welsh Circuits. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolution. 


Joun Antasy Meapmore and Carpen Soviarev Degprez, solicitors 
(Meadmore & Co.), 19, Old Burlington-street, London. May 4. The 
said John Anlaby Meadmore will continue the said business under the 
same style. [ Gazette, May 10. 


Information Required. 


Re Jonn Wuirtiesea, Deceased.—Any person having in his custody or 
possession any Will or testamentary disposition or deed of settlement 
executed by or purporting to be executed by Mr. John Whittlesea, formerly 
of Green End, Saint Ives, in the county of Huntingdon, but late of Dart 
Hill, March, in the county of Cambridge, gentleman, deceased, is requested 
to communicate with me the undersigned forthwith.—H. Copley, Saint 
Ives, Hunts, solicitor for the administratrix of the estate of the said John 
Whittlesea, deceased. 


Re Joun Norman Prarr, Deceased.—All persons having any knowledge 
of a Will or other papers, or of a banking account, securities, or other 
property of John Norman Pratt, late of 49, Falmouth-road, Great Dover- 
street, Southwark, and of 50, King William-street, E.C., managing steward 
of the New Palace Steamers (Limited), are requested to communicate with 
Campbell Wade, solicitor, 4, St. Helen’s-place, E.C. 





General. 


It is understood, says the Zimes, that Mr. L. L. Pemberton, the Senior 
Chancery Registrar, will shortly resign his appointment after over fifty 
years’ service. 

Grantham and Ridley, JJ., have fixed the following commission days 
for the summer aesizes on the North-Eastern Circuit: Durham, Monday, 
June 24; Newcastle, Monday, July 1; York, Monday, July 8; ye 
Friday, July 12. 


We understand that a new edition of Roscoe’s Digest of the Law of 
Evidence on the Trial of Actions at Nisi Prius is in the press, and will 
shortly be published by Messrs. Stevens & Sons (Limited) and Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited), 

Lord Alverstone, C.J., has fixed the following commission days for the 
summer assizes on the North Wales Circuit: Newtown, Friday, May 24; 
Dolgelly, Monday, May 27; Carnarvon, Thursday, May 30; Beaumaris, 
Tuesday, June 4; Ruthin, Thursday, June 6; Mold, Monday, June 10. 


From Michigan, says the American Case and Comment, comes the follow- 
ing certificate given by an abstracter as to a certain person’s title toa 
of land: ‘“‘ Mr, ————- appears to have all the title in this pro: 
that he ever had, but the records do not shew that he ever 
property.” 


any 





The follo are the commission days fixed for the summer assizes on 
the South Wales Circuit: Haverfordwest, Friday, May 24; Lampeter, 
Tuesday, May 28; Carmarthen, Friday, May 31; Brecon, Tuesday, June 
4; Presteign, Friday, June 7. The second part of the circuit take 
place at Chester on Tuesday, July 9, and at Swansea on Tuesday, July 16. 


The Treasury Counsel p at the Central Orimival Court enter- 
tained Sir Charles Mntheue oh dleaer at the Savoy Hotel last week in 
celebration of the honour of knighthood recently conferred upon him, 
Among those present were the Lord Chief Justice, Mr. Justice Bigham, 
Lord Coleridge, K.O., the Earl of Desart, the Recorder (Sir Forrest Fulton, 
K.C.), the Attorney-General, and the Solicitor-General. 


Jelf, J., and the Commissioner, Lord Coleridge, K.C., have fixed the 
following commission days for holding the summer assizes on the Midland 
Circuit: Aylesbury, Monday, June 3; Bedford, Thursday, June 6; 
Northampton, Monday, June 10; Leicester, Friday, June 14; " 
Thursday, June 20; Derby, Friday, June 21 ; Lincoln, Saturday, June 29 ; 
Nottingham, Friday, July 5; Warwick, Wednesday, July 10 ; Birmingham, 
Tuesday, July 16. 

It was an old Virginia judge, says the Green Bag, who, when the lawyers 
had summed up for plaintiff and defendant respectively, charged the 
jury: ‘Gentlemen of the jury, if you believe what the lawyers for the 
plaintiff have told you you must find for the plaintiff. If you believe 
what you have heard from the lawyers for the defendant, you must find 
for the defendant, But if you are like Iam, and don’t believe a —— 
word either have told you, I don’t know what you will do.”’ 


The thirty-sixth meeting of the Bankruptcy Law Amendment Committee 
was held on the 8th inst. at the Royal Courts of Justice, Mr. Muir 
Mackenzie (the chairman) presiding. Evidence was given by a number of 
witnesses representing the Hire Traders’ Protection Association, and also 
other associations and important commercial houses and companies who 
deal on a hire purchase system on the question referred to the committee 
whether hire agreements and hire purchase agreements of goods and 
chattels ome to be subject to provisions for registration similar to those 
in force with respect to bills of sale. 


The Council of Legal Education propose to appoint a lecturer in Roman- 
Dutch law; and will also elect, during the ensuing Trinity Term, examiners 
in the following subjects: Roman law, constitutional law (English and 
Colonial) and legal history, evidence, procedure (civil and criminal), and 
criminal law, the law of real and persona) property and ee 
common law, and equity. The council will be glad to receive, at the 
offices, 15, Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn, the names of any gentlemen who 
are desirous of being appointed to these positions, together with any testi- 
monials they may wish to submit to the council. 


The following candidates have been duly elected to fill the twenty-four 
vacancies upon the Bar Council caused by the retirement of one-half of 
the Council under Regulation 8: Mr E. L. Levett, K.C., Mr. J. G. 
Butcher, K.C., Mr. J. Alderson Foote, K.O., Mr. J. F. P. Rawlinson, 
K.C., M.P., Mr. R. 8. B. Hammond-Chambers, K.C., Mr. T. R. Hughes, 
K.C., Mr. R. F. Norton, K.C., Mr. F. H. Mellor, K.C., Mr. Lancelot 
Sanderson, K.C., Mr. F. R. Y. Radcliffe, K.C., Mr. W. J. Waugh, K.C., 
Mr. H. D. Bonsey, Mr. William Wills, Mr. T. Howard Wright, the Hon. 
J. W. Mansfield, Mr. R. G. Seton, Mr. J. Harvey Murphy, Mr. A. W. 
Bainton, the Hon. M. M. Macnaghten, Mr. E. A. Mitchell-Innes, Mr. 
F. J. Forder Lam , Mr. A. F. OC. C. Luxmoore, Mr. G. Stuart Robert- 
son, and Mr. E. H. Tindal Atkinson. 


Mr. Justice Walton, as might be expected of him, says the Pall Mall 
Gazette, made some —- and practical observations at the Union 
Society dinner on the block of business in the superior courts of law. It 
is intolerable that those who have to perform the difficult duty of tr 
men for their lives and liberties, or of assisting in the disposal of ci 
controversies between the subjects of the King, should have their minds 
disturbed by the ever-present reflection that they must hurry along with 
their work lest the accumulation of arrears should be increased. Nothing 
can be more mischievous to the effective and patient administration of 
justice than that the occupants of the bench should have to address them- 
selves to their work with the disheartening a that by the time the 
Long Vacation arrives the condition of the lists will be worse than in any 
former year. The Lord Chancellor has shewn such sane and impartial 
good sense in reference to all matters connected with the courts of law that 
we hope he will give heed to the universal outcry, and press upon his 
colle 8 in the Cabinet the absolute and immediate necessity of providing 
that “‘ margin of safety’’ for which the late Lord Russell of Killowen so 
persistently and emphatically pleaded. 

The annual dinner of the Hardwicke Society was held last week at the 
Hotel Cecil, Sir Charles Mathews being the guest of the evening. Mr. 
H. ©. —— , ay occupied the chair, and among those present 
were Lord Justice Buckley, Lord Justice Kennedy, Mr, Justice Grantham, 
Mr. Justice Walton, and Mr. Justice Lawrance. The chairman said that 
they had assembled to celebrate the honour which had been conferred b 
his Majesty on one of their most popular and best known members, 
Charles Mathews. The Home Secretary had written to say that he much 
regretted his absence, and not less because of his great personal 
for Sir Oharles Mathews. A letter had also been received from the 
Attorney-General, who said that no member of the bar could be 
tified than he was at the well-merited distinction con- 


more gra' 
ferred upon his old friend Sir Charles Mathews. Messages had also 


been received from over the seas. Maitre Labori wrote to say that he 
regretted to find himself unable to leave Paris in time to be with them. 
The Batonnier of the Order of Advocates at the Court of Appeal in Paris 
also wrote to say how greatly he regretted that he could not attend to 
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testify to the cordial relations which now prevailed ‘between the great 
courts of inn of England and the bar of Paris. Continuing, the chairman 
said that to some of them Sir Charles Mathews was known as a great 
advocate and to others as a great and courteous opponent. Speaking for 
the younger members of the bar, he ventured to say as them he was 
beloved as one whose invariable kindness had hel smooth for 
many of them the arduous and rugged ee ag ae whic hed. to be trodden by 
the beginner at the bar. Sir Charles Mathews, in replying, thanked the 
company for the honour done him that evening. himself 
particularly to the junior members of the bar, he vai that it was the 
waiting for success which was the hard thing ; in their profession noth 
was so hard as being obliged to go to their work knowing that they 
nothing to do when they got there. It was because so many people who 
joined their profession did not know how to wait for success that success 
did not come to them. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette.—Faipay, May 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep 1m CHANOERY. 

BozeaT IxpusTRIaAL AND Provipent Society, Luarrep—Creditors are ey way on or 
before June 15, to send their names and addresses, and the of their debts or 
claims, to Thomas Joseph Morgan, Silver st, Wi » liquidator 

British Unitep Enoinggrine Co, Limtep—Petn for winding up, presented May be 
directed to be heard June 4. Ford & Co, ogy sq, — for petners. Notice 


qenens must the above-named not later o’clock in the Mn 

une 3 

Crakk, Buynett, & Se, Luarep (1x LiquipaTion)—Creditors who have not proved their 
debts on or before M ay 22 will be excluded from dividend. Proofs of debt must be 


forwarded to William 8 Ogle, 90, Cannon st, liquidator 

Viotxt CoxsoLiparep Gop Mrxixe Co, Lumrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 21, to send their names and addresses, and the cantons et their debts dune, 
to Thomas erick Thorne, 201, Winchester house, Old Broad st, liquidator 

W. Bats & Sox, Luarep—Creditors are req on or before June 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the iculara of their debts or claims, to Aaron Buttrum, 
Alma Cottage, Whitefriars Kings Lynn. Ford & Co, Bloomsbury 8q, solors for 


liquidator 
London Gaszette.—Touxspay, May 14, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep ix CHanozry. 


Amatoamatep Soutn Arnican Stores, Limrrep ee jewmeund Cues are r= 
on or before July = to send ed names an e particulars o' 
—_ 2 claims, ward Maidlow-Davin Se) aa. Bishcpagate st Within 

ui r 

Doener Automatic Loom, Limrrrep—Creditors are uired, on or before June 22 
send their names addresses, and the particulars o their debts or claims, to Hired 
— — Bank of England chmbrs, Manchester. Boote & Co, Manchester, solors 
or liquidator 

Caampion Wetptess Tuses, Limirep (1n Votuntary Liqurpation) — Creditors are 

required, on or before June 10, to send their names and addresees, i the of 

their debts or claims, to Harry Hackett, 71, Temple rw, Birmingham, liq 

LiverPoot MepicaL G.vp, ListttEp —Creditors are uired, on or before Vane 16 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harold Sadler, 
7, Victoria st, Liverpool, liquidator 

Loxpow CLEerks Care Co, Luurrep (in Votuntary LiquipaTion)—Creditors are sopeent, 
on or before June 25, to send their names and ghee oh Oe ee their 
debts and claims, to Mr Charles Leonard, 387, Euston rd Taylor, Liacoln’s 
inn fields, solors for liquidator 

Pzxana Fouxpry Co, Liurrep—Creditors in the United Kingdom are required, on or 
before Aug 31, and elsewhere on or before ang > $1, to send their names and 
oe Se iculars of their debts or claims, to Adams & Allan, Penang, solors for 
iquidators 


a re Liaitzp—Creditors are , on or before June 22, to send their names 
- d addresses, and the particulars of their voir dots or claims, to Ernest Charles Pegler, 
quidator 








The Property Mart. 


Result of Sales. 
Reversions, Lire Pouicizs, Desentures, ann SHARES. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrietp held their usual nr, #0, on Thurway (No, hy BE the 
above-named Interests at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, 


following lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount sentinel being mieari 5a. ; 
ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS: 8. 
ic. os ce cet wie se. woh) lel Bold 10,050 0 
To about £900__—a.... ose ono see oo ove ” 420 0 
To £4,500 ... ake me ns eae ee ee 
To To £4,000 “ir am wr as. aa See - 9 +4 8 
Poms > . on. ens — we 
rd To One-fifth of, on the life of H.M. the King ... oe oo 90 a4 : 
SHARES and DEBENTUGES in Various Undertakings . "=k ‘5 


The same Firm sold on Wednesday last, at their Fortnightly Property Auction, the 
following :—Homerton : Freehold Ground-cent, £58 10s annum, secured on 2-26 (even), 
yp eee reckecente $473 4, per eaanm, for £1 Enfield; Freehold Propert 
Irkdale urseries Carterhatch-lane, let at £40 per annum, for £450. Rayleigh ; 

Poultry Farm , * Laneside,” 26 acres, let at £36 per annum, for £560. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day ov Cram. 
London Gasette—Tunspayr, nn ng 7. 
Susawwa Manis, Worcester July3 Hulme, W 
oe Hewry, Highvar New = June 15 Habberd & Co, Cannon st 
Earl's Court June 6  sart, 0 ld J 
orth Malvern, Worcester June3 G a vera 
Gaoneiva, Bath June3 Warner, Arundel st, Strand 





omy 
Masiax 


Baowsxvrt, Gronoz Broxsr, Heston June 12 Baileys & Co, Berners 
Bra Susan ey Cornwall mans, Kensington court June 21 yk & Go,. 


Vi 
Brrayt Jeux Jogarn, Chiawisk, Bulider June 8 Cheesman, Old Serjeant’s inn, 


Carrxs, cam Sen Daten, urham yf and 8tobo & Livingston, Jesnoe 


we James, Gt — 30 . 
Curves, Joun, Ashton on Mersey J Button Go. Manchester 


Copprnerr, Szymour, Waldron, cng se 31 Hillman & Eastbourne ~ 
Cuowrues, Dax, Leeds, Watch Dealer ales Jue po Plage oat Go. Leeds 


Dickens, Epwarp Mr 4 Nottingham 
Diosy, WILLiAM GroxGE These Wee Winxeriacp, Chetnole, (Fg ST ~ ot June 4 hoses Douglas, 
Darmxwarer, Sau AxNIE, Liverpool June 30 Harrison & Burton Liverpool 

Rusmnan, Beannanp Josera, Frith st, Soho, Jeweller’s Assistant July 2 Paterson & 
Fiaragax, V Witu1am Grores, jun, Reading, Veterinary Surgeon June 18 H & 0 


Fuxuixo, Axbarw GAtsaatra, Quetta, Indie June1 Crowther & Manchester 
Foraxsrzn, Wit.1am, Wilmslow, Chester, Merchant June 15 Sutton & po, Messier 
Fox, Joseru, Huddersfield, Woollen Merchant June 0 Laycock & Co, Hi 

Saanke, Se Date, Sa ae Py ny June 10 Brewis & Sons, St Helens 
Guonor, Jzssiz, Tipton June8 Tyndall & 

Gisson, Francis, Lordship pk, Green Lanes June 7 4" ~s a amcarnaaea 
Hitiway, Cuaates, Hove, Sussex June1 Sayers, Hove, Sussex 

Hosson, James Newcastle on Commercial Traveller June 10 JD & DM Mac- 


fewcastle on 
Hott, Tuomas, Walshaw, Elton, a Say June24 Grundy & Co, Manchester 
a, wy A 1 + hae st, Hackney, Licensed Victualler July 10 Taylor & 
y: 
J , Ev je me May 31 
dteuwoy Wana ant Bieeren, Sask pont 3 td Rig = eo ee 
auns, Epwix, Bruton st, Bond st, Picture Tuat Ginsies, Mone’ Easex st, Strand 
ede Joms, Salford, Lancs, Plumber June 15 Sutton & Co, Manchester 
Lampert, Epwarp Josnva, Cannon hill, Southgate July19 Houghton & Son, Finsbury 
i>” Wasa uw bona Lae ys East, Regent's Park June 5 Rickards & Nightin- 
Lanemie, § ng bey Avavueta, Daventry, Northampton, Laundry Proprietres July1 WF 
Willoughby, Da: ~ 


Lape, Secuna Eee fhames June5 Sherrard & Sons, Gresham st 

Marsu, Tuomas, Dorking, Watchmaker June4 W. Desking 

Matures, Wi.uiaM Hever, Southport, ™ > J saderedand, rae : a 
une 1 


Metiors, Georce Heyay, Lock 8: 
> ’ wood, H ykes, 


Moson, Evwarp, Bartletts bldgs, Importer June8 Letts Bros, Bartletts bldgs, Holborn 
Monty, Gocess Haxpex, Wirksworth, Derby, Commercial Traveller May 25 Macheth, 


Owsgx, Exizasxts, Sydney st, Chelsea June 15 Hanson & Smith, Hammersmith ri, 
West Kensington 


Owen, Joun Baxras, Liangurig, Montgomery Junel J & A Davies, Lianidloes 
Psoxitt, Mary Janz, Leeds Junel Tempest, Leeds 
Pau.uips, Hanotp WILLIAM, Henley on Thames, Farmer June 1 Mercer & 


my bos Solicitor 8 & N 
Zar 2, Reczeue & Ghock, Netiinghes 


Paxstox, Manrix =? N 
Paton, Joux, 
Pugs, Mary Axx, 
Ryvey, Evizapets, Handsworth June8 Tyndall & Co, 

Satmon, Avicia Frances, Caversham, nr Reading May 23 Knocker & Co, Sevenoaks 
SaeLLARD, Ostanpv, St Nicholas, Hereford July1 Wallis, Hereford 

SHorsaives, Heyer, » Sussex June 24 Frances & Johnson, Gt 


Wi st 
Sort, 8anan, North adie 2 ‘une 7 Denton & Co, Gray’s inn pl 


Suite, Taxzorsi.vs, Sheffield, Clothier Aug 31 fens = 
SurTron, Haaey, Eastbourne May 3i Hillman & yneng 


TaoanaiLy, Wittiam James, Manchester, Printer 
| nem — ny > June _- *Wootennk ormabary oy 

WEND, CoaBLes HamiLton, ufacturer’s Agent June whridge 

& Son, Aldermanbury 

Wuatteyr, Joux, Waterloo, 
Wuirs, Joszrx ma Fussonne, Web Ww 
Wicxsteap, C pasmnas, Tareas, 
WILK1N608, Jonx, lon on 
Waicat, Wit.14m, Totley, Derby 


Yarp.ey, Fazpeaicx Heyer, Selitaahen ttn e beet June 24 O’Conner, Birmingh am 
London Gasette.—Faipay, May 10. 


Apams, Ame.ia, Great Barr, Staffs June li Ng tv Green, Birmingham 
AgmisTzaD, Rey Caances Jous, Pall Mall, Clerk June8 Biddle & Co, Aldermanbury 


Boros, Jone, Littleport, Cambs, yee, June + ry Ely, Cambe 
Grimsby 


te es ode & Hawa - 

une tlands Haworth, 

§ Button & Co, Mansbener 
Manchester 





Baumurron, Cuaaies, Gt Sameey 1 Barker, Gt 

Cuzstza, WiLLIam, a 3 6 F&H lor, Bakewell 

Stina, Wins, pom, June 18 June 15 ra 4M, Gente en 

Crarkson, WILLIAM, Yorks, = June7 L&W York 
Coss, Henay Hawrys, Bea, Dorset Junel0 JH & K BR Oobb, Lincoln's 


fields 
Comyn, Manian, Worthing June 8 Wear. Co, Moorgate st 
Caawsuaw, Jussy, B Somerset June 3 Barham & Watson, Burnham, Somerset 
Derry, Caaa.orrs, Chester wane te June 24 Pie & Meduasin, BES 
Drax, Cuanzes, Gap rd, Wim June 15 Duke & Son, Gresham st 
Marcarert, Edmonton Tees, Cuno be 
a's 2-37 planeta lone B June 20 Farrer & 


2 Co, —- — fields - 

LLI0TT, Haggiett, Nottiogham J nen Vom ottingham 
E.uotr, Tuomas, Nottingham June 10 ra 

Eveaett, Anrave Jossrn, Sutton Veny, Wilts 





Jasre, Jou, west, Gents June i5 Foster & Aldershot 
Jongs, Manganer oun July 1 bah 


cored, Ma jane 2 Darin Gua 
aY une re Garland, Loods 


evant, Clans Rian, sey 
abe certs Bagare oy June'ls Moynell & Pemberton, 














weet 





Kina, Gro 
aun ieee Gusen st, Frame: Aes, Jane 10 Upperton & Co, Lincola’s inn fields — 


Fennes, Taomas Ross, Surrey June 15 & Strand 

GoepaLi, Wituiam, East June ld Cann ~ st 

GoopaLL, W Ww orks June 15 W & EH Foster, Leeds 

GooposiLp, Hexay Lovert, 15 Taylor & Co, Strand 

feran?  Paenneses sn Brighton June 10 Gon’ Ladona, lower Moped ; 
@HTON, une 

Heveres, Workington, lews Agent June 10 Wilson, 
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Lewis, Eowix Joun, Reading, Jeweller June 24 Brain & Brain, Reading 
McDowatp, Groraixa Rose, Cavendish pl, Cavendish sq June 15 Parker & Co, Cornhill 
Macutx, Cuantes, Birmingham June 30 Edge & Eilisun, Birmingham 


Marvort, Josrru, Swindon June7 Withy, Swindon 


Mircartt,, Avice Lovisa, Eccleston sq, Pimlico June10 Frame & Son, Essex st, Strand 
Morgan, Hon Grozer Goutp, Cambridge terr, Hyde Park June10 Rider & Co, New 


6q, Lincoln’s inn 


Moniaaia, Canto, Westminster Bridge rd, Restaurateur June 15 Taylor & Co, Strand 
ener 4 Cotes Horatio, RN, Wetherby gdns, South Kensington June 10 Rider & 


ew sq, Lincoln’s inn 


Noruax, Tuomas, Northam, Devon Augi Hole & Co, Bideford, Devon 
Pyape te, Witaixa Avousta Domett, Torquay June 10 Hores & Co, Lincoln's inn 


Parr, Ciara, Cheltenham June15 Masterman & Everington, Gt Winchester st 
Patios, Joun Caanues, Brighton June15 Taylor & Co, Strand 
ram ae Lirreex, Howick, nr Chepstow, Mon, Farmer May 24 J Price, The 


ds, Chepstow 


Rawpatt, Emma, Stoke upon Trent June 30 Knight & Sons, Newcastle, Staffs 
Rietti, Ancetiva, Whitchurch, Hants June 17 Hanbury & Co, New Broad st 
Rosgrts, Cataraine, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh June6 Evans, Newcastle Emlyn 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 7. 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Acoma, Quixtix James, poses, Lancs, Tailor May 15 at 
3 19, Ex e st, Bolto: 
ALLen, Cuances, hrewsbui Farmer 
Of » 22, Swan hill, 8) shrewsbury 
Bavasp, ay , Ol M h 
i berries st, Leicester 


May 17 at 11.30 | 
May 15 at 12 Off 





Bara, Twas, Brighton, Fly Proprietor May l5atiz Off | 


Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Bexgcuixe, Harry, Gt Yarmouth May 18 at 12 Off Rec, 
8, King st, Norwich 

Brut, Tuomas, Higher Openshaw, Manchester, Coal Mer- 
chant May 15 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Booru, Freperick Witla Fairfield, Derb Builder 
May 16 at 11.80 Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Veinen st, 
Btock purt 

Boyz, Joux, Swansea, Grocer May 16 at12 Off Rec, 31, 
Alexané ra rd, Swansea 

Cams. Wittiam Joun, Weston super Mare, Laundry 
peed May 15 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 


Cusisox, Ema, Goswell terr, Goswell rd, Box Manu- 
facturer May 16 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, arey st 
arg, Epwaxp, Birmingham, Furniture mover May 

17 at 11,30 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Couuex, — old Pensher, Durham, Miner May 16 at 
2.45 ff Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 

Doncay, =k Linpsay, Lansdowne rd, Tottenham, 
Mercantile Clerk May 16 at12 14, Bedford row | 


a, Hexpert | FREDERICK, Tonbridge, Clerk May 24at 
B way, Tunbridge Wells 
we 5 dy Dowlais, Glam, Grocer May 15 at 2.30 
Off Rec, County Court, ‘fownhall, Merthyr ‘ydfll 
Odell st, Camberwell, Provision 
; yd at ll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Garoory, G, jun, cing In, yee Broker May 17 at 2.30 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
— Grong, Goodrich. Hereford, Builder May 15 at 
230 2, Offa st, Hereford 
Hatt, SEPTIMus, Buxton, Derby, School Attendance Officer | 
May 16 at li Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon at, | 


——> Tuomas, wh ete Glam. oe May 15 at3 Off | 
County Co rthyr Ty 
Haanis, Gansuox, Mile End rd ie 17at12 Bankruptcy | 
bidgs, Carey at } 
Witt, Stanleytown, Pontygwaith, Glan, 
May 15 at 10.45 Post Office chmbrs, 
Pontypridd 


Harton, Witu1am Heyry, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Book- 
seller May 17 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 


Hawkias, Joun Gites, Eldon rd, West Norwood, Baker 
May 22 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Ham, Gzongz Tuomas, Baldwin cres, Camberwell, Sales- | 
man y 22at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Hoppa, James Sweet, Southsea, Hants July” 15 at 3 
Off , Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 
Hurst, CHARLES ABest, West hest 
Merchant May 15 at 2.30 ay Reo, Byrom at, 
Manchester 
Inotz, Coantzs WIitiiAm, Meanwood, ast, Currier 
May 15at11 Off Kec, 22, Park row, Leed 
Iaving & Co, Tuomas, Liverpool, Commission Agents May 
17 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Jarre, a Gandringham rd, Dalston May 22 at 12 
igs, Carey st | 
Juwnick, Daeaten, a Go, Chancery In, Art Decorators May | 
Joes en Sa Te a 
‘ONES, RED, ainter 15at1l1.45 Off Rec, 
26, Baldwin st, veg r 
MoA.uzstzn, Epwir, nr Ormskirk, Ship Store | 
Dealer May 17 at 238 SO Heo, 35, Victoria st, Liver- | 


pool 
Manzspex, Lizwetirx, Oldham, Builder May 15at3 Off | 
Sion eae Clhen, iii, Prekten Senkins | 

Treews, THomas, 

May 15 at 11.30 191, Corporation st Birmingham 
Mizs, Exan2Z<2, Broad Town, Farmer May 16 at | 


10.20 Uff « i, Hogent ren 
May 17 at 12 Of Reo, Twat olverhampton Sage | 





Evans, WituiaM, 
Merchant 





| Ricsaeps, somes, Lian 


| Beare, Eanest Hasey, Emman 
Wandsworth Pet 











Ospory, F Cuaries, Marl mans, ht Hampstead, 
May 15 5 at 12 Bankrup‘ cy bidgs, 


Piant, Faspesiox, «erby, Butcher” May ry at3 Off Rec, 
47, Fall st, Derby 

Raptey, Atrrep, Low Green, Knottingley, Yorks, Farm 
Labourer May 16 at11 of Rec, 6, terr, Wakefield 


Regs, Wittiam, Hopkinstowa, Pont ypridd, Dealer in Ou 
Office moe, 


May 15 at 11.30 Post Pontypridd 


, Glam, Butcher May 15 
at 11 Post Office chmbrs, Pon <j 


Riesy, Be. & Co, Walaall Meentaturing Chemists 
May 17 at 11.80 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 


a, Farperict, Hatherley rd, Welinantos May 16 
Bankru; bl 


Suan, ‘eames PRagent’s Park (™ Regent's Pek. 
Architect’s Clerk May 15 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


y at 
Genvs, , Fanpenic Masterton, Philbeach gine pet oun, 
Jobber May Lo, at il pon! my ty > & 
aun Bussseve, Fined pton, ler 
May 15at12 Off Reo, Bridge a, Nort + sag aa 
Srocx, H C, Do , or B y 15 at 12 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Baistol’ 


| Tareertt, ey James, Cwmaman, Glam, Collier May 


15 at ost Office chmbrs, Pontypridd 
Tuomas, Cuanies, Miskin, Mountain Ash, Glam, Collier 
May 15 at 10. 30 Post Office cbmbrs, Pontypridd 
Tivrine, James, Moston, nr Manchester, Plumber May 15 
at3 Off Rec, Spee at st, 


Wart, Epuonp, Doncaster, Cycle Repairer May 15 at 12 
Off Rec, Fi in, Sheffield d 


Wess, Ayaep, Wribbeubell Bewdley, Worcester, Coal 
‘Agent May 15 at 12 Mr H @ Ivens, Solicitor, High st, 
Kidderminster 


Wuite, Gzorce Attex, York, Accountant May 22 at 3 
Off Rec, The House, Duncombe pl, York 

Waits, Husgat Henny, Hurstbourne Tarrant, nr Andover, 
Brewer May 16 at1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine 
st, Salisbury 

Wars, Wituiam, Aberdare, Con, Fish Merchant May 16 
at 11.45 Post Office chmbrs, P 


Wicxinsox, Asraur Grorcz, “Bulwell, Nottingham, 
Sar e d May 15 at1l Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 
WILiiaMs, NOIS, Dugeten, Soliiae, Electrician May 
16 at 12.30 Off Ree, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 
Woop, R —~ sq, Hyde Park May 16 at 1 Bank- 
ruptey , Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Atpam, Harry, Wadsley aes Yorks, Boot Maker 
Sheffield Pet May2 Ord Ma: 


A.tzy, Cuarizs, Shrewebury, Romer Shrewsbury Pet 
May 2 Ord May 4 
Barrer, Lavga fn ag and Auice Mary we ~) Walworth 
rd, Hosiers High Court Pet April9 Ord May 4 
rd, Pee Clerk 
April 25 Ord May 


| Bezoutne, Hagey, Gt Yarmouth Gt Yarmouth Pet May 1 
Ord May 4 


Brovestoy, Epwix Joss, Harleston, Norfolk, Corn 
Merchant Ipswich Pet May 4. Ord May 4 

Brown, Epsuunp yd oe Engineer Wakefield 
Pet May 3 Ord Ma: 7 8 

ares James, Liverpool Liverpool Pet Feb 28 


Catuagm, Tuomas om Broad st Railway Station, 
Pet May ry Ord May 4 
Crane, Epwarp, ome Remover Birm- 
Pet Apa April 30 
Cotman, Ernest Aur _ Banger, Bul Suffolk, Baker Gt 
Yarmouth Pet April 1 io 
| Davigs, Lede eg tr Somer A cig oe Warrington 
| Duss, wpe A Eanes, Brice mai, Staffs, Baker Stour- 
bridge Pet May1 Ord } 
| uous, try & , Physician Birming- 
et April rr 
| pean oheee and Henay a. HUB Baseen, Norwich, 
Plumbers Norwich Pet et May 4 Ord May 4 
| Caneges, Sane, Kegste, Pattera Maker Leeds Pet Feb 2 
Guanau, Romasp Gezeatp, Leadenhall st, Civil 
™*High Court Pet Feb 7’ Ond May 3 itt 
| Hartmann, Farpeaiox, and Cusistian Linck, 
a, Tine an Publishers High Court Bar ape 2 





nenitees, Jauzs, Beownhill Bridge, Dobcross, Saddleworth, Yorks June8 Rowbotham, 
Surra, Rosert Tavrsrizip, Whitchurch, Salop July 10 Lee, Whitchurch 
Socenn, Sseee Turrix, Boyton rd, Hornsey June 24 Holcombe & Banks, Gt James st, 


row 

Sravcagp, Bexsamin Jonny, Ledbury, Hereford, Farmer May 31 

a, Faances Auice, 8t Leonard’s ter, Chelsea June10 Upperton & Co, Lincoln” 
fields 


Ruseell & Co, Ledbury 


Srewart, Wiiu1am Linpsay, Pershore, Worcester June 24 Taylor & Co, Field ct, 
Gray’s inn 


Swixwy, Hexay Hoses, Peckham rye, Accountant June 15 Lithgow, Wimpole st 

Tuomas, Davi, Heol Leithog, nr Bridgend June17 Hughes & Lewis, Bridgend 

Touwxiss, Mantua Evizasern, Ely, Cambridge June21 Archer & Archer, Ely 

Trvsscen, Groncr Frepsrick, Brighton July1 Williams, Brighton 

Vaseuen, Mascaret, Hakin, Milford Haven June 10 Evans & Williams, Milford 
ven 


Wateer, Gzoroe Farpenicx, Netherton, Dudley, Galvanising Works Manager June 3 
Davies, Netherton 

Wetts. Watter Dovaras, Fairholt rd, Stoke Newington June 20 Letts Bros, 
Bartlett’s bldgs 


mee —w ae Hill I pk, Acton, Builder Brentford 


Jonzs, mae ‘ene, Handeworth Bailder Birmingham 
Pet March 16 Ord May 
Kerowman, Sotomon, Stratham ve, Stoke Ne 
Boot Manufacturer High Court Pet March 18 1870.4 
May 1 
Lawgenee. D Frepericx Roserr, St Anas, Herta, Dealer 
St Albans Pet May1 Ord May 1 
MacCattum, Perer, and Anpaew MacCattum, Tooting, 
Builders Croydon Pet April25 Ord May 1 
Masgtin, Ropeat ge > yao Builder’ Plymouth 
Pet April11 Ord April 
Matraews, Zoones, Birmingham, peestiee Merchant 
Birmingham r 
Moors, ncn > Prxz, Miskin, Movntain Ash, Glam, 
Collier A Pet May 2 Ord May 2 
Moreax, Tuomas, Rhosmarket, nr Neyland, Pembroke, 
Farmer Pembroke Dock Pet May2 Ord May 2 


Paynurzs, Atpert Harey, ogee, Enfield, Baker 
Greenwich Pet May1 Ord May 

Piomen, b ogy =: soot, | Beckenhir, Oil and Colourman 
Croy: et May 2 

ae ie tr Salop, -_ ie Leominster Pet 

Rickatsow, Cuasoe, 2 Meatewesth; Builder Birmingham 
Pet May 2 

Rippon, tal ni shetheld, Carting Contractor Sheffield 
Pet May2 Ord May 2 

Rosinsoy, Epwarp Agtuus, Epsom Croydon Pet April 
80 


Nov l4 
Suaioross, WILFRED Senueveen, my Flint, Cattle 
Dealer Chester Pet Ma 
A! & vette, Boot 


Suaw, Atspert Epwasrp, 
Dealer Dewsbury Pet March7 Ord May 

Smart, Gorpon, Regent’s Park wig Reweat's Park, 
Architect tects Clerk High Court Pet 2 Ord May 3 

Surrn, Freperick Masterton, Fuilbena m 

, Stock Jobber High Court Pet 


Epwarp Lizwettyx, Gloucester, Tailor 
Pet March 21 Ord April 30 
Vv. Ausgat Henry, Leicester, Brick Maker Leicester 
er March 18 Ord May 6 
Rr Dawizt, Brooklyn rd, Shepherd’s Bush, 
ie > High Court ‘Pet April 17 Ord 
May 8 


May 2 
ew 
loucester 


London Gasette.—Faipay, May 10. 
RECEIVING ORDEBS. 


Atpriver, Atyerp Exznzsrt, Seenl, General Dealer 
Gloucester Pet May6 Ord May 

Barger, Rosert Goprary, a ta Norfolk, Surgeon 
Gt Yarmouth Pet May7 Ord May7 

Bg, Cue Rosert, Bucknall, Lincs, Farmer Notting- 
ham May6 Ord May 6 

Buwxzrt, owner + ee Dover st High Court Pet 
Jan 4 

JaBEz a Exmouth st, Clerkenwell, 
Auctioneer High Court Pet May7 Ord May7 

Baapssaw, Wituiam, Ormskirk, wr Coal 

Liv 


t A) 22 Ord Ma 
otion Tpowich Pet May 6 


Benxerr, 


Baisto, Eangst AgTaur, Ipswich 
Ord May 6 

Brooxes, W1tu14M Dotmay, ees Itchington, Wi 
Farmer Warwick Pet April Ord May 7 


ALF James, Upper i Islin; 
> Maker High Gourt’ Pet May 8 gen May 8 
Cann, Mary Jom, B Peotioel, Licensed Victualler Bradford 
et May7 Ord May 
me... «Ad Bagiow, "Chester, Insurance Agent Chester 
Pet April 22 Ord May 6 
ame, Joun Jamus, Leicester Leicester Pet May 8 Ord 
8 
Cousaibon, a F Ty Brighton, Butcher Brighton 
Pet 6 
OCorrTeEtt, SE semes a 1 Job Master 
Carmarthen Pet Mayé Ord May 
Cuuiivorp, Hznay ) —— do Fullwood rents, Holborn 
High Court Pet Dec 29° Ord nai 


Kwicut, Pork 
ee Bowery, 
Fiseraam, Marrazw, West N Provision 

Merchant Nottingham Pet oT Ona May 7 














Bur: 


» 1907+ 

| Rowbotham, 

] 

s, Gt James st, 

& Co, Ledbury 

k Co, Lincoln”® 
Co, Field ct, 

mpole st 

ridgend 

_ Ely 

liams, Milford 

anager June 3 
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der Brentford 
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March 1870.4 
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fay 1 
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nd, Pembroke, 
rd May 2 
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sominster Pet 
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7. Cattle 
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lay 2 
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dos, Earl’s 
y2 Ord 
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ay 7 











May 18, 1907. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 51.] 489 








Forp inal James, Ventnor, I of W, Photog:apher 


Newport Pet May6 Ord May6 

om Waase zr, Barnsley, ae Proprietor 
Barnile Pet May 4 Ord May 

Gairritas, Davio, Morriston, A Hosier Swansea 
Pet May 6 Ord Ma 

GuLBENKIAN, GARABED Kexon, Kaanrx Sarxts Guiper- 
KIAN, and Vanan Saaxis GuLBENKIAY, Bisho te st | 
Within, General Merchants High Vourt Pet ay 6 | 
Ord May 6 

HARGrave. Doravwe Felix an8 Crouch End, Ticket Writer 
High Court Pet May7 Ord May 7 


Hanais, Jony, Sutton pl wade Fancy Paper Goods | 
Manufacturer High Court Pet’ May6é Orda ap | 

Hayes, Tom, Handsworth, Silversmith Birmingham 
May 7 Ord May 7 

mot yg tS New Boa st, Picture Dealer High Court 

Hocanrrta, Chon tee jun, West Hartlepool, Darham, Black- | 
smith Sunderland’ Pet May8 Ord May 8 

Jackson, Isratt Artaus Westey, ¥=5 Lincs 
Kingston upon Hull Pet May8 Ord May 8 

Katiaway, A J, Birmingham, Hot ag Engineer Bir- 
mingham Pet —_ 17 Ord May 

ame LES, ye Bir! we nr Southport, Grocer Black- 
urn 

Masor, Pewee, aan nr SR Salop, Farmer 
Stafford PetMay6 Ord May 6 

Makraiort, Groner Wiii1am, Luton, Joiner Luton Pet 
May7 Ord May7 

er Pavut Raovt, Walsall, Staffs, Harness Manufac- | 

Walsall Fet May 8 Ord May 3 

oun 2, Ghani Tomas, Wolverhampton Wolverhampton 
Pet April22 Ord May 6 

Patntrs, Gronez, Thorpebank +4 Uxbridge rd High 
Court Pet Aprili8 Ord May 

Perers, Stuart WI ram, Pembroke Dock, Pembroke, 
Grocer Pembroke Dock Pet May7 Ord May7 

Reay, Gsorer, Crawcrook, Durham, Insurance Agent 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet May8 Ord May8 

Regvs, Hexseat L, Hatton gdn, Wdanatacturing Jeweller 
High Court Pet April 15 ro May 8 

Suirn, Cuartzs Epwarp, tok re) ial 
Traveller Winchester Pet rey 13 Ord May 4 

Suiru, Gronez Samuet, Winchester, Confectioner Win- 
chester Pet May8 Ord May8 

Suita, Hexry Evans, Edgbaston, + = Merchant 
Birminghan Pet April 22 Ord May 

Bronr, + =ry , Glam, Collier Cardift Pet May 8 

y 





Teat, Guoree, Idle, — ane Confectioner Bradford 
Pet May8 Ord May 

‘Tomi~insoy, Epwin,: mo ial Eleyen toune, Salop, Haulier 
Wrexham Pet May6 Ord May 6 

Wecossier, Bensawis, Amhurst rd, Hackney High Court 
Pet April4 Ord Ma ay 6 

Weexs, Henry, Walm ln, Cricklewood, Baker High Court 
Pet May 6 Ord May 6 

Woop, Jamas, and Cuartes Mowracur Woop, Eastbourne, 
Builders Eastbourne Pet May 6 Ord May 6 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 7: 
Haypex, Anruur James, Bedford, Carpenter Bedford Pet 
May4 Ord May 4 
RECEIVING ORDER DISCHARGED. 


Harvey, Rosert R, Gt am Oxford Aylesbury Ord 
Dec 20, 1906 Dise April 17 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Avpam, Harry, Wadsley Bridge, Yorks, » epee May 
22at12 Off Rec, Figtree in, Sheffield 

Aue. Joan, and ‘Ropear AULIsoN, Higher Bro} ~— 

ford, Lancs, Builders May 18 at 10.30 Off Bee 

Byrom at, Manchester 

=~ © manne Wiasainds, Dover st May 23 at 1 

Bennett, ~y Tuomas, a eth at, saggy ene Auc- 
tioneer May 24at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

Soule, 
‘armer May 28 at. 11.30 mt H 





Brooxes, Witt1aM Doman, Bishop's ye 

F igh st entry 

Baown, Epuunp Joun, Wakefi eld, aioeer™ May 22 at 11 
Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Waketield 


Catuarm, Taomas Feancis, Broad st Railway mn 
Seedsman May 23 at 11 am 

Care, Mary Janz, Bradford, Vi May 3 21 
at3 Off Rec, 29, Manor row, 

Cuneiat Joun as, Wim! 

11.80° 182, York rd, Westminster Bridge 
oe Joux Maatiy, +o Butcher May 18 at 
or ff Rec, 4, Pavilion ton 

Corn, “Wanna Henry, Uttoxet ee _ Builder May 18 
at li ff Rec, 47, Full gi 

Oncipen: Faspesiox y= Teen, Job Master May 

18 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, 


| CuLtirorD, wonoe Tuomas, Fallwood’s a Holborn 
ptey bidgs, 


May 2%ati1 Bankru 

Davies, Samunt, Frodsham, Cheshire, Architect May 18 
Off Ree, Byrom st, Manchester 

i Hewey, and Henry Avotenos Basson, Norwich, 

ao May 18 at 12.15 Off Reo, 8, King st, 


orwich 
Guiperkran, Ganabep Karxorn, Kannix Sarkis Gut- 
BENKIAN, and Vanayn Sankis GULBENKIAN, 
st Within, General May 24 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey 


Hagsarer, Warren Witiiam, Gravelly Hill, Warwick 
May 23 ‘at 12.30 191, Corgoration st, 
Mangnave, a Felix — — — _ Writer 


Carey st 


May 24 at 2.30 bldgs, Carey 
Hazes, Jouy, Sutton =o ackney Fancy , Goods 
Manufacturer May 23 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


| Carey st 
Haypex, Asruvr James, Bedford, Carpenter May 15 at 


12.15 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 

Heymas, Henay, New Bond st, Picture Dealer May 23 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Jonge, 5 Davip, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Builder May 18 at 

Off Ree, 4, Ginen st, Carmarthen 

ite, Henny, Barrow in Furness, Fried Fish Dealer 
May 28 at 1130 Of Reé, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 
Furness 

Morcay, Taomas, Rhosmarket, nr Neyland, Pembroke, 
Farmer May 18 at 12.3) Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Car- 


marthen 

Pipgr, Bebeer Freperiok, Walthamstow May 28 at 2 
County Coart Office, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 

Piumer, WiILLiamM Avsary, B Quchen. Oil and Colourman 
May 23 at 2.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Reay, Groror, Crawcrook, Durham, Insurance Agent May 
18 at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Ricuarpsos, ALFRED Cuanues, Birmingham, Auctioneer 
May 24 at 11.30 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

RickatTson, Cravor, Handsworth, Builder May 23 at 11 30 
191, on st, er gammy 

Rireow, Hawwyan, Sheffi Grocer May 22 at 12.20 Off 

Ree, Figtree In, Shomed 

SHatioross, WILrrep er wg Mold, Flint, Cattle 
a May 21 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 

ester 

Suepiey, Josern Henry, and Grorae Buorn, Leicester, 

Carters May 28 at 12 Off Res, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 


Wecustexr, Bexsamis, Amhurst rd, Hackney May 23 at 


12 Bankruptcy 
Weexs, Hexry, Walm a Baker May 22 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALpIs, ey Cuantes Vrs, ee ymbe, Glos Chelten- 
ham Pet Aprilii Ord May 

Acoonek Atreep Ezawnest, “stron, General Dealer 
Gloucester Pet May6 Ord May 6 

Bavarp, James, iatoosten, Oil Merchant Leicester Pet 
April 18 Ord May 

Bevu, Caarces Resees, Backnal Lincs, Farmer Notting- 
ham Pet May6 Ord May 

Bristo, Ernest Argrsur, Toewich Ipswich Pet May 6 
Ord May 6 


Boucames, eer Low Fell, Gateshead, ee 
Newcastle oa bet ape Ord Ma: 

Buxroy, ALFRED, sBraford l Agent Deedteo’ Pet 
April9 Ord May 


Carr, Mary Janz, ~ a Licensed Victualler Bradford 
Pet May 7 Ord May 7 

Cuarman, Joun Tuomas, een, Builder Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Aprii19 Ord May 7 

Cust, —_ James, Leicester Leicester Pet May8 Ord 


May 


Comsupes, Joux Maartix, Brighton, Butcher Brighton 
Pet May 6 Ord May 6° 
Faepreick 


Carmarthen, Job Master 

Carmarthen Pet May 6 ‘6 Ord May 6 

Dicrox, Carararn, Sean, See Norwood Croydon 
Pet Feb 26 Ord May 7 

Drttog, bag Faanoss, Central hill, Upper Nerwood 
Croydon Pet Feb 26 Ord May7 

Evans, Wrtitam. Odell st, Camberwell, Provision Mer- 
chant HighCourt Ord May1 Ord May8_ 


FLeersam, ge West hoe: edt Fn 


Forp, Atraep er: seen Veutaoe 1 
Newport 


Pet May 6 
Geurxtant, Rovotro, camaan * Oxford st, Cabinet 
Maker High Court aes May 3 


Go.psy, Frank, Freshwater, I of W,  Siothies Newport 
Pet‘Apel 15 May 8 
ver, Barnsley Proprietor. 
“Pet May 4 Ord May 4 
Ganprrey De AVID, i, Mist, Swansea, Hosier Swansea 
y6 Ord May 6 


Hanrerave, Octavius, Felix av, Crouch an Ticket Writer 
High Court Pet May 7 pont Mar a, 


Harari, Joux, Sutton pl 
Manufacturer Pa Pet "May 6 yo Ont ay 6 


Tuomas, jun, West wet 
rd we 


Sunderland Pet May 8 
Jackson, Isaazt Aatuur Westry, Cleethorpes Kingston 
upon Hull Pet May8 Urd rd May 8 _ 
Mrirer, Faarx Masouayt. See 
awe Clerk High Court at Fe oe 26 Yoni 
Menon, Joun, Baker st, Clerkenwell High Court Pet 
March 20 Ord May 8 
Noreez, Pave Raovt, Walsall, Harness Manufacturer 
Walsall Pet May3 Oc May 3 


Ports, Exyest Snsesnsaeee,. ope Pe and Farperiox Heapgar 
‘Trary, Sunderland Pet 
ayy 18 Ord May A 


Pot tee 38 Ord 7 


Gairrix, 


Hoeaartna, 


gre Builder Wandsworth 


Reay, Geores, Craweroo’ Insurance 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet ‘Mays 3 Ord May 8 

Remvyant, Caantes Wii11am, Navarino mans, Dalston 

Pet 4 Ord May 4 

Biosy, Ratpa, Wi Chemists Walsall 
Pet Aprili7 Ord May 7 

cron Sore, + ae Glam, Collier Cardiff Pet May 

ay 


Tan renah ld -,s — Confectioner Bradford 
Tomiinson, ——' =" Eleven Towns, Salop, Haulier 
rexham Pet Barton Ord May 6 


Ww 
aa ge —_ Wiis oo Brussels High 
Court Jani6 Ord Ma 


WErxs, Hare, Walm ln, pin ll Baker High Court 
a ge mg mye May 6 Mc - 
oop, James, and Caaaies Mowraccr Woop, Eastbourne, 
Builders Eastbourne Pet May6 Ord May 6 
London Gasette.—Turspay, May 14, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AscrRorT, Lae —y h—++¥ Bay, Denbigh, Builder 
Bangor Pet Onl Mny'd 
Sone Fraxx, me ala Builder Rochester Pet May 





Ord May 10 
Bexyett, Frepesick James Buawpronp, Pi . 
uctioneer Plymouth Pet May ili Ord ll 
Baioxwevt, Henry Tuomas, Britton rd, 
Court Pet Jan 3 eo * 
wx, Epwarp, Boatman 
May 9 ea a Tor 
Boumrasy, Atpeat Kowanp,’ Cosh ‘an 
et May 9 Oct Mayo BEEZ 
Busyuam, oa oa Burton Green, or 
a . a Pet Ma: oh Ord May 9 
ARTER, Jaugs, Newton Dealer 
ren ai 10 O ay 10 Trebek 
ey LIP, Dealer 
, Pet May 8 Ord —T 
hae Jossra py i Gaol, nr Liverpool, 
Bolicitor Preston Pet May8 Ord May8 
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Cressey, Warten, Leeds, Turf Commission Agent Leeds 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Davies, Hexry Caarves, Eigware, Licensed Victualler 
8t Albans Pet April12 Ord May 10 

Dezioutor, Ricaarp Tuomas Mason, Leeds, Commercial 
Traveller Leeds Pet May9 Ord May9 

Dosrs, Hexpeat Bertram, Merthyr Vale, Glam, Baker 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Enum, Emery, Petersfield, Hants, Wheelwright Portsmouth 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Fox, Fraayx Apam, Welshpool, Moutgomery Newtown 
Pet Feb 16 Ord May 9 

Gayronp, Eanest Artaur Brroyx, Worthing, Nurseryman 
Brighton Pet March 14 Ord April 8 

Gisees, Jonn Dixon, Linden gdns, Bayswater High Court 
Pet Nov 12 Ord May 10 

Hasaoop, Artnure Liove., Harrogate, Grocer York Pet 
May 11 Ord May ll 

Harpy, Grorce, Long Eaton, Derby, Lace Manufacturer 
Derby Pet April 25 Ord May 10 

Haraison, Gronce, Rock Ferry, Chester, General Dealer 
Liverpool Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Hagtiey, Frev, Bingley, Yorks, Newsagent Bradford 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Hicatns, Rusens N 8, Seven Sisters rd, Tobacconist High 
Court Pet April 24 Ord May 10 

Ho.tproyp Brorares, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Stationers Brad- 
ford Pet April 29 Ord May 9 

Houiasxp, Wiviiam, Rochdale, Solicitor Rochdale Pet 
May ll Ord May it 

Hoven, Aeraua Wittiam, Barrow in Furness, Commercial 
Clerk Barrow in Furness Pet May11 Ord May 11 

Jexxixas, Cnar.es, Gresford, Denbigh, Miller Wrexham 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 

Jonzs, Beam, & WiiK1nson, Billiter st, Timber Merchants 
High Court Pet April10 Ord May 11 

Kepwarp, W1L.1Am Joux, Gt Malvern, Worcester, Mineral 
Water Manufacturer Worcester Pet May 8 Ord 


May 8 

Layerisu, Joux, Quorn, Leicester, Cab Proprietor 
Leicester Pet May11 Ord May 11 

Lezownarp, Jonny, Tredegar, Fried Fish Merchant 
Pet Mayi1l1 Ord May 11 

Lewis, Hersert Arcapeacoy, Birchington, 
Auctioneer Canterbury Pet May 8 Ord May 8 

Lowe, Tomas, Coalville, Leicester, Fruiterer Burton on 
Trent Pet May11 Ord May 11 

Masox, Grorce Ricnarp, and Watrer Vickers, Gains- 
borough, Tailors Lincoln Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Marraews, Wittiam Georae, Goulton rd, Lower Clapton, 
Commission Agent High Court PetMay9 Ord May9 

May, Joun Wituiam, Exeter, Boot Maker Exeter Pet 
May9 Ord May 9 

Mortimer, Aneanam, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet May 8 
Ord May 8 

Mupp.iz, Epwin James, Hove, Sussex, 
Brighton Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Nicnoias, Aaron T, Southsea, Hants, 
Portsmouth Pet April 26 Ord May 8 

Nicaoiis, Witt1aM Hexpert, Charlestown, Cornwall, Inn- 
keeper Truro Pet Mayi Ord May 11 

Owen, Rosert, South chore, Blackpool, 
Preston Pet May4 Ord May 10 

Parton, Jams, Blackley, Manchester, Finisher Rochdale 
Pet April 29 Ord May 9 

Porter, Atrrep James, Swindon, 
Swindon Pet May9 Ord May 9 

Proctor, Frepeaicx Torne, Derby, Painter Derby Pet 
May8 Ord May8 

Roger, Caarves, jun, Gordon rd, Camberwell, Meat Sales- 
man h Court Pet April15 Ord May 9 

Surra, Axne Acres, Shaftesbury, Spinster 
Pet April15 Ord May 9 

Teany, Curistopuer Wiit1aM, Belitha villas, Barnsbury, 

builder’s Foreman High Court Pet May 9 

Ord May 9 

Terry, James Rurvs, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Harness Maker 
Ipswich Pet May10 Ord May 10 

Wauvace-Kerx, Watrer, and Kars Mary Watuace- 
Krux, Ilford, Dealers in Fancy Goods Chelmsford 
Pet May8 Ord May 8 

Watters, Artruur Lesuiz, Waterloo rd, Doctor High 

Labourer 


Tredegar 


Kent, 


Ironmonger 


House Agent 
Bootmaker 


Grocer’s Assistant 


Salisbury 


Court Pet April8 Ord May 9 
Wits, Wituam, Rushden, Northampton, 
Northampton Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Witsox, Jony, Tanshelf, Pontefract, Hosier Wakefield 
Pet May 9 Ord May 9 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of April 12: 


Curtarnz, Jonx J, Richmond, Clerk Wandsworth Pet 
March 16 Ord April 9 


FIRST MERTINGS. 
Barsurst, Faanx, Rochester, Builder May 27 at 12 115, 
h st, Rochester 


’ 

Baisto, Kxnest Artuur, Ipswich May 23at2 36, Princes 
st, Ipswich 

Brovertox, Epwin Jouy, Harleston, Norfolk, Corn Mer- 
chant May 22at 1230 Magpie Hotel, Harleston 

Bomurazy, Atsert Epwarp, Cosham, Hants, Wheelwright 
May 23 at3 Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Buauixe, Atrrep Janes, Upper st, Islington, Picture 
Frame Maker May 27 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey et 

Bosesee, Joax Mowraav, Burton Green, nr Christchurch, 

uree May 23 at 11.30 Off Kec, Midland 

Bank chmbrs, High st, Southampton 

Carrer, James, Newton pe Pig Dealer May 23 
at 1030 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Cust, Jonn James, Leicester May 27 at 12 Off Rec,1 
Berridge st, Leicester Bs 

Carssry, Watter. Leeds, Turf Commission Agent May 
23 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park st, Leeds 

Dacer, Damizt Krsicut, Shirley, Southampton, Pork 
Butcher May 22at11 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs 
High st, Southampton 

Deteutox, Ricnarp Taomas Mason, Leeds, Commercial 
Traveller May 23 at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Dexx, Janes Envest, Brierley Hill, Staffs, Baker May 27 
at ll Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 


, 





Exum, Exery, Petersfield, Hants, Wheelwright May 23 at 
4 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High s+, Portsmouth 


} 
Forp, ALrrep James, Ventnor, I of W, Photographer Ma: 


22 at 3.15 Off Ree, 33a, Holyrood st, Newport, I of 
Gayrorp, Ernest Antuur Byroy, Worthing, Nurseryman 
May 27 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
Gairrix, Waurer, Barnsley, Pantomime Proprietor May 
24 at 10.30 Off Rec, 7, Regent st, Barnsley 

Grirriras, Davip, Morriston, Swansea, Hosier May 23 at 
12 Off Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Hanooop, Antavr Liong:, Harrogate, Grocer May 27 at 3 
Off Kec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

Haatvey, Frep, Bingley, Yorks, Newsagent May 23 at 3 
Off Rec, 29, Manor row, Bradford 

Hayes, Tom, Handsworth, Silversmith May 23 at 2.30 
191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Hemvs, Caantes Groras, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick, Iron- 
monger May 27 et 12.80 191, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

Hiecins, Rusexs N 8, Seven Sisters rd, Islington, 
ny May 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 

arey st 

Hotproyp Brorners, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Stationers 
May 22 at 3.30 Off Rec, 29, Manor row, Bradford 

Kepwarp, Wiiwiam Joss, Gt Malvera, Worcester, 
Mineral Water Manufacturer May 22 at 11.30 Off 
Ree, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Lawrence, Farperick Kopsrt, 8t Albans, Dealer May 
22at12 14, Bedford row 

Marrtorr, Grorae Witi1am, Luton, Carpenter May 23 at 
11 Court House, | uton 

Martruews, Wiii1aM Georce, Goulton rd, Lower Clapton, 
Commission Agent May 28 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey at 

May, Joun Wiuwram, Exeter, Boot Maker May 23 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Mortimer, ApranamM, Leeds, Grocer May 23 at 11 Of 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

May 


HE LAW SOCIETY. 

The Council proposes to fill Two Vacant TUTOR- 
SHIPS at the close of the present teaching session. Salary 
£250 per anaum. Applicants must be Barristers or Solici- 
tors with experience in teaching.—Further particulars on 
application (in writing only to the Princtpau anp Director 
or LeGat Stuvigs, at the Society's Hall, Bell-yard, W.C. 





M® F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 
1 to PREPARE for the SOLICITORS’ FINAL and 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATIONS; yey by result, 


—Particulars ~ rn personally or by letter, at 93, 
Chancery Lane, W. 


| AW PARTNERSHIP or Succession Re- 

4 quired by a Solicitor (admitted 1897; Cambridge 

B.A.; Honours Solicitors’ Final) in London or provinces; 

12 years’ City experience; capital.—M. J. A., “ Solicito 

ee and Weekly Reporter ’’ Office, 27, Chancery-lane, 
. 








OLICITOR, 30, Desires Engagement 
as Managing Clerk; can bring in small capital, with 
a view to partnership; experience Conveyancing, 
terial and General Practice.— Box 131, ‘‘ Solicitors’ Journal 
and Weekly Reporter” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 





Byxetss DIRECTOR WANTED, for 
Financial Company, largely compos-d of Continental 
Capitalists, being formed for the purposes of exploiting 
industrial ‘businesses and dealing with options already in 
hand; must invest £1,000, and have sound commercial 
experience.—T., X.551, ‘‘ The Times ” Office, E.C. 





Mopp.e, Epwin James, Hove, Sussex, Ir g 
23at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Nicnotas, Aaron Tresise, Southsea, Hants, House Agent 
May 23 at 5 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, 
Portsmouth 

Norrez, Pavt Raovi, Walsall, Harness Manufacturer 
May 24 at 11.3) Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Ontons, Sawuret Tuomas, Wolverhampton May 24 at 11 
Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Painter, Atpert Harry, Enfield, Baker May 23 at 12 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Painter, GEORGE, —— rd, Uxbridge rd May 23 at 
11 Bankruptev bidgs, Carey st 

Perers, Stuart Wiittam, P-mbroke Dock, Grocer May 
25 at 12.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Parirer, Purr, Kendal, Westmorland, Tobacconist May 
29 at 10.16 Commercial Hotel, Kendal 

Porter, ALFRED James, Swindon, Grocer’s Assistant May 
22at11 Off Rec, 38, Regent circus, Swindon 

Prayer, AvBpErT Epwarp, Bedford, Builder May 24 at 
11,30 Red Lion Hotel, High st, Bedford 

Reeve, Heasert L, Hatton gdn, Manufacturing Jeweller 
May 24at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Rocrr, CHaries, jun, Gordon rd, Camberwell, Meat 
Salesman May 27 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Surtn, Cuartes Epwarp, Basingstoke, Commercial 
Traveller May 23 at 3 Off Rec, Midland Bank 
chmbrs, High st, ar 

Suita, Gzorcr Samve., Winchester, Confectioner May 23 
at 12 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, South- 


ampton 

Treat, Gzonas, Idle, Bradford, Confectioner May 22 at 3 
Off Rec, 29, Manor row, Bradford 

Terry, CuristopHer WILLIAM, Barnsbury May 24 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Terry, James Rurus, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Harness Maker 
May 23 at 2.15 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Watters, Artuur Lesuiz, Waterloo rd, Doctor May 27 at 
atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Wanine, Wittiam Henry, Blackburn, Grocer May 28 at 
11 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Witsoy, Jony, Tanshelf, Pontefract, Yorks, Hosier May 
23at11 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 








Where difficulty is experienced in procuring 
the Soxtcrrors’ JOURNAL AND WEEKLY 
REPORTER with regularity it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher, at 
27, Chancery-lane. 

Annual Subscription, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL AND 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 26s.; by post, 28s. ; 
Foreign, 303. 4d. 











MONEY LENT PRIVATELY 


At a few hours’ notice from £25 to £2,000 on NOTE OF 
MANDO ALONE, also upon Life Policies, Leases, 
Personal Security, Plate, Jewellery, Marketable Stocks an 
Shares, &c., upon the following terms, INCLUDING 
INTEREST ;— 
£50 ... 12 Monthly Payments ... os 3 ‘ 
6 


12 ” ” eee 
” ” £20 16 8 
£500 ... 12 » ” -. £4118 4 
The above scale includes omg = and Interest. 
amounts the same in proportion. Strictest secrecy observed. 
No Fees. Call or write to the Actual Lenders._JOHN 
WESTON & CO., 30 and 3!, OVKE STREET, 
PICCADILLY, LONDON, W. (Only Address), 


FAALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


LimiTeb, 





PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Panuiamentary Brrts, Murorzes oy Evipence, Booxs or 
Rererence, StaTEMENTS OF CLarm, Answers, &0., &0. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEwWSPAPHIERS, 

Aad all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing. 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
AND WEEKLY REPORTER 


NORWICH STREET FETTER LANE, LONDON, E.C, 





7 COLOGICAL GARDENS.— 

OPEN DAILY from 9 a.m. until sunset. Admission 

Fellows and Fellows’ Orders only. Mondays, 

i 6d. The Prince of Wales's 

The Band of the 2nd Life 

Guards will perform from 4 to 6 o’clock every Saturday 
until further notice. 


Collection 





THE LAW ASSOCIATION. 
Por the Benefit of Widows and Families of Solicitors in the Metropolis and Vicinity. 


INSTITUTED 
The Niverrera AnNvaL Generat Court will be held at the Law Socrery’s Hatt, omy 


Trurspay, the 30Tn May, 1907. 


1817. 


AGENDA. 
To Receive from the Board of Directors a Report and Statement of Accounts for the 


past year. 


To Elect a Trustee and Officers for the ensuing year, and on General Business. 
The Chair to be taken at Two o’clock precisely. 
By Order of the Board, 


E, EVELYN BARRON, Secretary, 
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